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Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)

TANF Overview (DWD -- Economic Support and Child Care)

Papers Regarding the Use of TANF Funding

The federal temporary assistance for needy families (TANF) program provides an- annual
block grant to Wisconsin of $317.5 million, which is the primary funding source for the
Wisconsin Works (W-2) program, the child care program and a number of other public
assistance expenditures. This office has prepared 18 papers regarding the use of TANF funds in
the Department of Workforce Development (DWD) and other agencies. The first paper (#1041)
reestimates the 2000-01 ending TANF balance under the bill as recommended by the Goverrior.
The remaining papers are grouped as follows: '

W-2 Agency Contracts. The next three papers discuss funding for W-2 agency contracts,
community reinvestment, performance bonuses, a contingency fund, the contracting process used
by DWD and financial oversight of the W-2 program.

- Child Care. Five papers have been prepared on the child care subsidy program,
programs to improve child care quality and availability, the local pass-through program, child
care licensing in the Department of Health and Family Services (DHFS) and program reduction
options to address the anticipated deficit in child care funding under the bill.

Other Current Programs in DWD and DHFS. Four papers have been prepared on
other current programs in DWD and DHFS. Reestimates have been done of the amount needed
to fully fund the kinship care program the food stamp program for qualified immigrants. In
addition, papers have been prepared on proposed increases for the fatherhood initiative and the
public assistance collections unit.
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“PWD Appmprxatxons Structure Two papers ‘have been prepared on.. 1eglsiat1ve
oversight of DWD%s TANF -appropriations. One paper discusses the Governor’s: “proposal to
convert two appropnatmns from annual to contmumg appropriations. The second discusses
options for overszght by ’{he }omt Ccmnnttee on’ Fmance over transfers between TANF
ailocatmns

Preiﬁéred by: Victoria -Cam:én_ -
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau
 One East Main, Suite 301 - Madison, WI 53703 + (608) 266-3847 « Fax: (608) 267-6873

May 21, 2001 Joint Comm_ittée'on Finance =~ Paper #1041

Téihﬁbi‘drj Assistance for. Nee&éjx. Fahzi!z‘es (TANF)

Revised Estlmates for Wlsconsm Warks (W-Z) and TANF Reiated Programs
(DWD -~ Ecanomic Sapport and Chﬂd Care)

{LFB 2001-03 Budget Summa.ry Page 4@1 #6 Page 731 #1, Page 735, #2,
Page 736, #6 & #7, Page 737, #10, Page 739, #12 & #13, Page 740, #14 & #15,
Page 741 #17, Page 743 #23 Page ’?46 #36 Pagc 747 #38 and Page 748, #43]

INTRODUCTION .

’I‘he purpose of this paper 13 10, estabhsh a prolected 2001~O3 endmg balaace in federal -
' fundma from the temparary assistance for zzeedy families (TANF) bloc:k grant The Ccmzmttee :
has elected to wéfk from the Governor’s recommended funding levels in the budget bill for items
related to the Wisconsin Works (W- 2) program and other TANF-expenditures, However,

according to a Febmary 27, 2001, budget errata report fr{)m the Department of Administration,
certain items included in the Governor’s prOpsased revenues and expenditures contain madvertent
errors. This office has also prepa:ed revised estimates of certain expenditures based on the most
recent infmrmanon avaﬁa"ble In addition, the amount of TANF funds available in the 2001-03
biennium is ‘dependent upon the ending TANF balance from the 1999-01 biennium. Therefore

this paper also addrcsse:s rev;sf:d csumates of 2000~01 cxpendltures

"i‘his paper Would “modify.the. (}ovemars proposal to account for madvextent errors and
revised estimates. Additional papers address modifications that could be considered by the
Committee in establishing the . budget for {he: W-2 and child care programs and other
expenditures of TANF funds.

Table 1 shows estimated revenues and expenditures for W-2 and other public assistance
programs under the budget bill. The table compares the administration’s figures with the revised
estimates prepared by thls c)fﬁce Note that the table shows the amount of revenue that wouici be
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needed to fully fund programs that are not entitlements, specifically child care subsidies, kinship
care and state food stamps for qualified immigrants. If these programs are not fully funded,
programmatic changes, statutory changes and/or waiting lists would have to be implemented.
The revised revenue and sxpendxture esumates are discussed in more detail in the sections

following the table.
TABLE 1
* Revised Estimates of Pubhc Ass:stance Revenues and Expenditures
Governor - Revised Estimates Difference
2001-02 - - 2002:03 12001:02°7 2002408 200102 2002-03

State General Purpose Revenue 5150427200  $150427,200  $150,152,200  $130,152,200 -$275,000 -8275,000
Program Revenue in DWD. . CLISEA0 . - 51,187.000 1,208,700 1,309,200 7306 122200
TANF Block Grant ™~ 317,505,200 317,505,200 317,505,200 317505200 0 .
Chald Care Block Grant Lo . 7E114100 78 114 }{39' L G2.008700 0 ¢ 78,033,000 16,105,400 -81,100
Federal Food Smmp Empioynmt and Training : SR

“Funds' " 4,406,300 4405 300 4406300 4,406,300 _ 0 0
Fﬁetal Food Stamp Reves:ue : 4,265,600 - 42@ 600 3 99(},590 S 3,990,500 275,100 -275,160
ngramRevmuefmmD}H’SforMedxcai o : s T

Assistance " CUBSY3000 8 513 000 ' 13,236 GOO': L 13,236,000 4,723,000 4,723,000
Child Snppors Ceiiec!mns R 30498500 - 27498 300 304985007 27498500 R ¢ 0
'I"ANF Ca.u}’over from Prior Year 213457 100 66,080,200 261,539,_000 . 51.653.000 48 081 900 -14 427,200

Total Revenues $808,368,400  3637.997,100 3844635100  $647.783,500 336,266,700 -510,213,200
EXPENDITURES
W.2 Agency Contract Allocations
Subsidized Employment Benefits $50,696,100 $52,082.600 $50,696,100 $52,082,600 30 30
Administration/ Direct Services 127, 047,390 125,660,800 126,100,300 125,660,800 -547,600 0
200&2@01W2Conmts~€anyoverﬁ'am - e C B T R

PriorYear 20, 136 800 0 20,136,800 ) 0 EE /A a
Local Agency Performance Bonuses 14,826,200 4] 14,772,600 0 33,600 g
Commurity Reinvestment-W-2 Agcncms - 39,383,200 5.559.800 | 36,353,700 . HB39700 - -3,029,500 20,160
Milwaukee ?nvmindusuyﬁounm} 4500000 - 500000 © 500000 500000 .. 0. .0,
Child Care ST ST DR R T L
Direct Chz!dCareSubs:dles i 3242;475,00{} $242475,000  $274,500,000 $305,600,000 $32.025000  $63,125,000
ngzasnsiohnpmvemid{:m(z&ahty i ST ' S

and Availability 16253800 16439000 25226100 . - 16390200 .. 8572300 -48,800
Local Pass-Through Program ne T17495000 (17481100 25210800 17253200 | 7715800 227,500

"OtherBemﬁts _ _ o L S o
Kinship Cate o  $24565300 524565300 $24,852,600  $24,852.600 $287,300 $287.300

. Camtakchup;ﬂementfot{ZMdrmcfSSI e e R R IR A SR '

" "Redipients ' 18288800  1677L600 . 20245000 . 19,796,000 LBS6,200 0. 3024400
Emérgency Assistance ' 3,300,000 3,300,000 3,300,000 3,300,000 ] 0
Job Access Loans 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 - 1,000,000 Q O
State Food Stamps for Legal Imenigrants 550,000 550,000 745,000 950,000 195,000 400,000
Empioyment Skills Advancernent 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 0. o
Funerals/Burial Reimbursements 4.550,200 4,550,200 - 4,550200 4,550,200 o 0
Child Support Related to W-2 ' _

Child Support Payments : : 18,682,100 $1B682,100 °  $18.682,100 518,682,100 30 $0
Children First 2,800,000 2,800,000 2,800,000 2,800,000 o - 0
Administrative Support

State Administration $21,745.200 S2L,745200.  $21,795300 - $21:807.800 $50.100 $62,600
Parmership for Full Employment 1,756,700 1,756,700 1,756,700 1,756,700 WD 0
Fraud and Front-End Verification 680,200 636,500 | 661,400 661,400 -18,800 ~25,100
Milwavkee County Liaison - . 54,100 54,100 54,300 00 54100 G 0
W-2 Financial Oversight 500000 500000 500000 S00000 0 0
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Governor Revised Fstimates Difference

200102 2002-03 200102 2002-03 2001-02 2003-03
Other Support Services
Work-Based Learning Programs $6,399,000 32,000,000 $6,399.000 $2.000,000 30 30
Transportation 2,000,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 0 0
Fatherhood 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 G 0
Grant Programs _ o s -
“Workforce Attachment and Advancement $10.000,000  SID000000  $10.000000  $10,000,000 30 50
Early Childhood Excellence 7,500,000 7,500,000 11145800 - 7,500,000 3,645,900 0
Community Youth Grants 7,079,700 R 7,079,700 o 0 0
Literacy-DWID © 1,375,800 750,000 1,375,800 750,000 6 0
AQDA Programs . _ 500,000 0 300,000 0 0 0
Expenditures in Other Programs
Earned Income Tax Credit 351244500 $53,665500  $51,244.500 852,200,000 30 -$1,465,500
Head Stant L ) 3AN2500 3712500 . 3,712,500 32500 4] Q
Aid ro Milwaukee Pablic Scheols 1,410,000 1,410,000 1,410,000 1,410,000 0 0
- BSBG Transfer 10 DHFS/Community Aids 18,086,200 13454000 - 18,086,200 13,494,000 0 0
Adolescent Services/Pregnancy Prevention 1,821,300 1,821,300 L816,500 . 1,816,500 -4,800 4,800
-Badger Challenge =~ $3,200 £3.200 83.200 83200 0 0
Eaity Pregnancy Identification - 100000 1000000 100000 100,000 0 0
Literdcy-Governor's Office 50.000 0000 .- .. 50,000 50,000 0 0
" ‘Nuttition Services o 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 0 - 0
- Immynization -0 1 o 1,000,000 - LO0BOOG: - 1000000 1,000,000 0 ]
Domestic Violence : ) 1000000 . 1,000,000 1LOG3,000. 1000000 0 0
Child Abuse and Neglect Prevention Board 340,000 340 340.000 340,000 0 0
Total Expenditures $742.288,200  $657,386,500  5792.982.100 $722.493,600 350.693,900 $63,107,100

Balance in Federal TANF Funds $66,080,200 $610600  $51.653,000 7 -$74,709.700 -$14.427,200  -$75,320,300

= . As.-shown in-the table, revenues available for the W-2 program, child care and other
related programs are now estimated at $844,635,100 in 2001-02 and-$647,783,900 in 2002-03.
- These amounts are higher than the administration’s estimates by $36,266,700 in the first year and
“lower by $10,213,200 in the second year. Expenditures under the bill are currently estimated at
$792,982,100 in 2001-02 and $722.493,600 - in 2002-03.. Compared to the administration’s
figures, these amounts are higher by $50,693,900 in 2001-02 and $65,107,100 in 2002-03.

As.a result of these modifications, the balance in federal TANF funding at the end of the
biennium under the bill is currently estimated at a deficit of £74,709,700.

REVENUES AVAILABLE FOR W-2 AND RELATED PROGRAMS

TANF and Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) Reauthorization. The TANF
block grant and the child care and development fund must be reauthorized by Congress by
September 31, 2002. It is unknown at this time what impact reauthorization will have on
revenues or maintenance of effort requirements. This paper assumes that revenues will continue
at federal fiscal year (FFY) 2001 levels after reauthorization.

General Purpose Revenue. The amount of GPR available to fund the TANE program is
currently estimated at $150,152,200 annually. On an annual basis, this is $275,000 lower than
the administration’s estimates. This change is based on DWD’s. current assumption-of the amount
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__of GPR that is dcdzcated 10 . the food stamp and mechca} assistance pregrams in the W-2
-contracts

Program Revenue. The bﬂl mc}ucied SI 181 400 PR in 2001-02 and $1, 187 0(3{} PR in
2002-03 from-collections of publzc assistance’ ovcrpayments and _]Ob access loan repaymcnts The
amounts from ﬁverpaymem ‘collections - have been mc:xeased 1o reflect . anticipated revenues
generated from the two positions proposed by the Gevernar for the public assistance cellecncms
unit. Total revenue is projected to be §1 298 700 in 2001-02 and $1,309.200 in 2902433 These
projections are greater thaa the a.m@unts in' the bill by 3117 300 in 2001-02 and $122 200 in
2()02-03 S L e o

o Chlld Care and Develapment Fund ’i‘otai new revenues from CCDF are promcted 10
be lower than the amount. assumed by the administration by $16,105,400 in 2001»02 and $81,100
- in 2002-03; due to an increase in the amount of CCDF d1scret1onaxy funds avaﬂable a net

decrease i in’ the amount of CC}Z)F matchmg funds avmiabif: ‘and corrections. nceded to address TN

madvertent doubie counnng of earmaxked funds in FFYS 1998 1999 ‘and 2000 as: descnbed.-

below. ’I‘he revenue prajccnons assume: that the same-amount-of fundmg will be avaﬂable in "

future years as for FEY 2001. Hewever, the Pmsxdents budget proposal includes a $2.7 million
increase in- matchmg funds and a decrease in discretionary funds available after earmax}:s of $3.1
-million. The President’s proposal also includes a new earmark of $5.6 million that would provzde
_parents with. certificates to obtain- after-schoo} child care:with a high-quality focus for eligible
chxidren lcss than 19 yeas:s of age ' :

S N CCDF l)zscretzona:y Funds As a result of ] Jomt Conmnttee on’ Fmance s. 13, IO '
__.actzon on Aprzl 24, 2001, .82, 080,100 in- addmonal CCDE dxscretmnary funds -are availableto be
~._.Spent on child care progmms in: 2001-02 In. addmon, $2 382,000 in addmenal quahty earmark"' e

" funds are avaﬁable, bmngmg tata.’l zacw dascretzonary funds to. $4462 10{} in 2801«02 These. :

b. '. CCDF Mazchzng F unds 'I‘he chernor s budget blH assumed that 5517 267 1{}{) in
FFY 20{}2 CCDF mamhmg funds: would be accessed in: state fiscal year 2001-02 and allocated
for ‘the local pass-through program.. ~However, since the ‘budget ‘was introduced, -
administration has indicated: that the FFY. 2000 -and FFY 2001 funds will be used to fund the.
local pass-through pmgram in state fiscal yeax 2001432 resuiting in $17,267,100 in FFY 2002
funds not being accessed by the ‘state. Some state expenditures are used to access CCDF
matching funds. Due to anticipated changes in the federal. ‘matching rate, the state will.not be able
to access’ $56 900 in 2001-02 and $81,100in 2062»(33 as assumed in the budget The total change
in matchzng funds isa decreasa: af $27 324 OGO in 2091 (32 and $81,100 in 2002-03.

“e.’  Error ‘Correction for Child Care Qualzzy Eammrks In past yeaxs a totai ﬂf
$3.243,500 earmarked for child care quality 1mprovement was double counted and revenue in
2001-02 must be rgéuc_:ec_i by a__c_gr_:::spcmdmg amount.

- Federal Food Stamp Revenue. The amount of federal funds for food sta.mp
administration *included “in* the “W-2 contracts is estimated at $3.990,500 afinually, whxch 1§
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$275,100 less than assumed by the administration. This change is based on DWD’s current
assurnption of the amount of federal revenue dedzcated to the food stamp and medical assxstance
programs in the W-2 contracts. v

: ‘Program Revenue from DHFS for Medical Assistance Administration. The bill
included $8,513,000 annuaily in program revenue from the Department of Health and Family
Services (DHFS) to pay for the MA portion of the W:2 contracts. This' amount has been
reestimated at $13,236,000, based on DWD% current assumption of the amount of federal
revenue and GPR dedicated ‘o the -food stamp and ‘medical assistance gregrams in the W-2
contracts. The new amount is $4,723; ,000 higher than the administration’s estimates. The budget
bill did not'increase DWD's interagency PR-8 ‘appropriation to account for this new revenue. An
option to increase DWD’s PR-S -appropriation is included in a separate paper on the pr()posed
transfer of MA adnnmstmtmn from DWD to DHFS '

Carryover of TANF funds fmm 2800-01 to 2091-02 The estimated carryover of
TANF funding from:2000:01 to 2001-02 is $261,539:000. Thls amount is $48,081,900 higher
than the original ‘estimate of $213,457, 100, While the carryover ‘amount ‘is hxgher than the
administration’s estimate; it includes $37, 876,800 that is rebudg&ted in 2001-02 for the indirect
child care program, local pass-through pragram and early chzidhood excellence initiative, As a
result, only $10,205,100 of the carryover amount is available for additional TANF-eligible
expenditures. The new carryover amount results from several rewscd estxmatcs of 1999-00 and
2000-01 revennes and cxpcndimres as chscussed below

. a. Actzons by Jomt Commtttee o Fmance “Since ‘the Governcrs bndget was
submitted, the Joint Committee on Finance took action under s. 13.10in April, 2001, to increase
federal and GPR fundmg for child ca,re increase TANF fundmg transferred to the- socml ‘services -

block grant for the community aids program and- decrease the estimate for the amount of EITC

payments. The administration assumed that these’ actions would take place, but at a shghtiy
different amount. The modifications approved by the Comxmttce reduced the 2001-02 opening
balance by $30’7 900 c:ompared to the adrmmstratmn s assumptzon o

b, Generai’ Purpose Revenue. Total GPR for the W-2 program is currentiy projected
at $159,206,500 in 2000~OI w}nch 13 $7,941,700 hxgher than the amount assumed by the
adxmmstranon o

c. Program Revenue. Total program revenues from overpayment collections are
expected to be less than budgeted. However, job access loan repayments are expected to be more
than budgeted. The net impact of these changes is a decrease of $20 500 in 2000-01.

d. Food Stamp Employment and Training (FSET) Program. Revenues from the

FSET program are projected at $5:400,000 in 2000-01, which is $1,605,100 ‘higher than the
amount assumed by the administratian_.
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- ~e... Federal Food Stamp and Medical Assistance Revenue. Total revenues from food
stamps and MA associated with the 'W-2 contracts are projected at $13 400,000 in 2060~01
which is $1,143,600 higher than the administration’s estimate. '

fooo . .Carryover of TANF funds from 1999-00 to 2000-01. The amount of TANF funds
carried over from 1999-00.to 2000-01 was-$203,700 hlgher than the adzmmstratlon s estimate,
due to updated information.on 1999-06 expendxtures :

_ g Canyover fmm 1997—1 999 W 2 C’ontracts Fmal paments for profit assomatcd
_w:ith the 1997 1999 W-2 contracts were. $2, 869 300 hlgher in 2000-01 than estimated by the
adm;mstrauen In addztzon community. reinvestment funds associated with the 1997-1999 W-2
contracts are pm;ected to be $239,500 lowcr than the .amount assumed by the administration
based on the final community reinvestment  contract. amount. These changes result in a net
increase of 32, 629 80{} in 20{}0 01 over the a.mount assumed by the adxmmstratmn

. Commzmzz;y Remvestment far 2000—2001 W- 2 Conrracts DWD d()es not antxcxpate
_spendmg a;ny community . remvestment funds associated with the 2000-2001 W-2 contracts in
2000-01 because the amount of community reinvestment that. will be allocated to each agency
will not be detcnmned unnl after .the contracts-end in the next bmnmum This represents a
$1,390, O{}O reduction from the adrmmstrauon s estimate. - :

i Png?amS"tb' Imprbﬁe Child Care Quality and Availability. According to estimates
by DWD, a total of $9,020,100 from contracts to improve child care quality and availability will
not be spent in: 2000-01 and wouid need to be carried over to 2001-02. This: carryover was not
_included in the Govemor S bﬂi : : :

- j o Local Pa.ss-]?zmugh ngram Based on recr:nt mfomauon, expendxtures wa be
_approxzmateiy $’754 900 in 2000-01, WhiCh is $25,210, 880 less than estimated by the
administration. A total of $10, 689 900 from the first round of contracts is not expected to be
spent in 2000-01 and $14,520, 900 from the second round of contracts will not be spent because
those contracts are not anticipated to be executed until June, 2001. A total of $25,210,800 would
be rcbudgeted in 2001-02. . - -

T Kmsth Care. The Joint Committee on Finance acted in March, 2001, to prov1de
$197,800 in 2000-01 to fund kinship care waiting lists. Based on current caseload, 2000-01
expenditures for the Kinship care program are estimated at $24,560,400, which is $1,425,300
lower than the administration’s original estimate. .

L Caretaker Supplement for' Children of SSI Recipients. Based on current caseload
data, caretaker supplement expenditures are estimated at $20,275,600 in 2000-01, which is
$2,483,700 higher than the administration’s original estimates.

m. Emergency Assistance. Based on expenditurc. data through March, 2001, the
entire allocation for emergency assistance is likely to be utilized in 2000-01, whereas the
administration assumed that there would be a $500,000 savings. -
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n. Food Stamps for Immigrants. Based on recent caseload information, expenditures
for food stamps for qualified ‘immigrants are estimated at $575,000 in 2000-01, which is
$155,000 higher than the administration’s original estimates.

o Eﬁnpioyment* Skills - Advancement *Grants. Based on recent and historical
expenditure data for this program, expenditures are estimated to be $95,000 less than projected
by the administration. : : '

p Si‘ate administmtion. Based on ex;;ﬁendétures through March, 2001, it is estimated
that $24,837,600 will be spent on state administration of TANF programs and the partnership for
full employment in 2000-01. ‘This is $1,175,700 less than the administration’s estimate.

g F )—au_d ._sind anﬁEnd Verification. Based on expenditures through March, 2001, a
total of $349,400 is projected to be spent on local level fraud prevention activities in 2000-01.

This is $312.000 less than the administration’s estimate.

_ r.. . Early Childhood Excellence Initiarive. Based on recent expenditure information,
$3,645,900 of the $7,500,000 allocation will not be spent in 2000-01 and will have to be
rebudgeted in 2001-02.. : :

. S Nutrition Services. A total of $1,049,300 is anticipated to be spent in 2000-01 on
nutrition services, which is $500,000 lower than assumed by the administration. -

. t.  Immunization. A total of $1,317,100 is anticipated to be spent in 2000-01 on
‘immunization services, which is $510,000 less than the administration’s original estimates.

 EXPENDITURES FOR W-2 AND RELATED PROGRAMS IN 200103 _

W.-2 Contract Allocations. Based on final contract amounts for the 200{)_—__2001 W-2
contracts, funds for local administration of W-2 are reduced by 3947,000 in 2001-02.

Performance Bonuses. The amount of funding provided for performance bonuses
associated with the 2000-2001 W-2 contracts is reduced by $53,600 in 2001-02 to reflect 4% of
the final W-2 contract amounts. B

Community Reinvestment. Funding for community reinvestment is decreased by
$3.029.500 in 2001-02 ‘and- $20,100 in 2002-03. These changes are composed of two
components. First, funds are reduced ‘by:$239,500 in 2001-02 based on the final contract
amounts for community reinvestment associated with the 1997-1999 contracts. Second, funds are
reduced by $2,790,000 in 2001-02 and $20,100 in 2002-03 to reflect that only 18 months of
funding is anticipated to be needed for community reinvestment associated with the 2000-2001
W-2 contracts instead of 24 months as assurned by the administration, and to reflect the final
community reinvestment amount included in the 2001-2002 W-2 contracts. Only 18 months
funding would be needed because receipt of the community reinvestment funds for the 2000-
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- 2001 .W-2 contracts.is. tied to meeung thc base:contract standards ‘and each agency s perfomance
. wﬂi not be known untﬂ after the. contracts end in Decembcr 31 2{301

Ciuld Care Subsxﬁwsg Tabk: 1 shows total esumated costs to fully fund the dlrect chﬂd_

.. care; pmgram under current. iaw $274.,500,000:in: 2001*02 and $305,600,000 in 2002-03. These
.estxmates are. h:gher than ‘the" fundmg included in the" bill by $32,025, 0@0 in"2001-02 ‘and

$63 125, 000 in 2002-03. Separate papers have been- prepared to provide ‘the Committee with
options to. c;ther shange jpragra.m reqmrements to hrmt costs or to provxde addmonal funds for

3 the pmgram

f’mgrams tn Impmve Chﬂd Care Quahty and Ava:labllxty. The amount of fundmg
prowded for programs to improve child care quality and availability is reduced by $47.800 in
2001-02 and-$48,800 in 2002-03 to reflect correct accounung for* standard budget adjustments

_and an madvertem ermr In: addmon fundmg for 2091 02 zs mcreased by $9 020 1(}0 to reﬂect

antlclpated carryaver from 20()6«01

Loca} Passn’i‘hrough }’ragram Fzmdmg prov1ded for the local pass»throngh program is

. reduced by $227,900 annually to-correct an inadvertent error. In addition, fundmg for 2001 -02 s '

mcreascd by $7,943,700 in 2()(31-92 to reflect anticipated carryover from 2000-01.°

Kmshlp Care. Fundmg for the kmsi'up care program 1s mcreased by $190 6@0 annually
to con'ect an madvcrtent budgeung error and to make the allocatmn canszstent wzth the DHFES

: -'beneﬁts if: the Commlttee demdes to fui}y ftmd the program An aitematzve to ﬁﬂly fund kms}ug :

care ;s preseni;ed ina separate paper

Careiaker S“I’Pkm. _t. To cozrect an madvcﬁcnt budgenng ermr, fundmg provzded 15_'.'

'mcreased by $138,000 annnaliy ‘Based on current estimates of the state suppiememai security

income {SSI} caseioad ﬁmdmg in the bill should be mcreased by $1,718,200 in 2001-02 and
$2,886; 400 in '2002-03 ; 10 support the. SSI caretaker sa;apiement program . in the- 2001-03
bzenmum Ttis ctmentiy pmjected that the regular SSI caselead wﬁi continue to declmc and the

caretakcr supplement casaload wﬂl centmue to mcrcase

Food Stamps for Quallf‘ ed Immxgrants. Expendlmres for the food stamps for qualzﬁed
immigrants program under current law are currently estimated at $745,000 in 2001-02 and

. $950,000 in 2002-03. These estimates -are higher than the. funding included in the bill by
'$195,000 in 2001-02 and by $400,000 in 2002-03. Because this pmgram is not an enaﬂement

optxon to. fuiiy fu:zd thxs pmgram is 9resamed ma separate paper

State Adrmn:s!:ratwn. Expendztmes for state adm:mstxatmn are mczeascd by $5£) }{30 in
ZOGLOZ and $62,600 in 2002*03 to reflect correct accounting. for standard budget adjustments
and to raﬂect the TANF partzon of the Govemers recommendation 10 - angment the public

asmstance coiiectmns umt
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Fraud and Front-End Verification. The amount of funding for fraud prevestion

activities is reduced by $18,800 in 2001-02 and $25,100 in 2002-03. This funding represents the

- TANF portion of the Governor’s recommendation ‘to augment the pubhc ass:{stance collecuons
unit and is mstead reﬂected in the aiiecatzon for state adnnmstratwn above

N . Early Chﬁdhood Excelience, The amount of fundma for the e:ar}y childhood excellence
initiative is increased by $3, 645 900 to rcﬂeci annmpated carryover frem 20()0{}1

Eamed Income Tax Credlt, ._TANF pr{mdes fundmg for apprommateiy 80% of the state
“earned income tax oredlt Based on a current Jaw reestimate, the. amount for 2002-03 wou}d be
rﬁduced by $1 465 5(}0 Approval of this reestimate is included in a separate paper. - '

Adolescent Serv:ces and Pragnancy Preventwn The amount of funding for adolescent
services is reduced by $4, 800 annualiy to hc consxstem with the figurc shown in the PR-S
aPPropnatlon in DHFS e o . R

ENDING TANF BALANCE

_ _ As mdicated - Tab}e 1, the 2862—03 endmg TANF ‘balance under the provisions
- recommended by the Governor is now estimated 10°be a deficit of $74.7 million. This assumes
that funding for.child care subsidies, food stamps for qualified immigrants and kinship care
would be increased by the:Committee to fully:fund these programs. If the Committee chooses niot
to fally fand these programs the endmg baianca wenid be a surpius of $21 2 mﬁhon

In addatzon te the estzmated $74 7 mﬂhon deﬁczt at-the end of 2{302 03, the Cominittee
should be aware of the stmcturai 1mba1ance in the W—2 program under the bill. Using the revised
estimates, except for child care subsidies, ongoing revenues would be $596.1 million annually
and ongoing spending commitments would be $665.6 million annually. [The $596.1 million is
$647.8 million in total revenue in 2002-03 less the $51.7 million carryover from the previous
fiscal year.] Therefore, the bill would create a structural imbalance of $69.5 million per vear that
would have to be addressed in the 2003-05 biennium. The amount of the structural deficit could
be affected by TANF reauthorization. This deficit would be partially offset if not all funds are
obligated or spent in the 2001-03 blenmum If additional state funds are not provided, it is likely
that significant expenditure reductions in the TANF program would be necessary. It is important
to note that if expenditures are cut or additional ongoing funds are provided to cover the
anticipated child care shortfall, there would be no impact on the structural deficit.
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MOI)IFICATION

Modlfy tha G()vemors propesa} to account fer the fmliowmg madvertent errors and
reestimates descnbad above (a} a reduction in GPR supporting the TANF program-of $275,000
annuaily, (b) an ircrease in ‘program revenue in DWD of $11’] 300 in 2001-02 and $122 200 in
2002-03; (c) a reduction in CCDF revenue ‘of $186, 105, 40@ in 2061»62 a.nd $81,100 i m 2002-03;
{(d)a decreasa in: federai food stamp revenue: of 8275, IG{B annualiy, (e) an increase m the TANF
carryover estimate from 2000-01 to 2001-02 of $48,081,900; {Da dec:reasc of $947,000 in 2001-
- 02 for administration -and: services in the curreént. W2 comracts, (g) a decrease of $53,600 for
“performarice bonuses: assocxated with the current W-»ZZ contracts; () a decrease of $3 {}29 500 in
2001-02 and $20 100 in 2002»@3 for community’ remvegtment activities assocxated ‘with the
2000-2001 W-2 contracts (i) an mcrease: of $8,972,300 in 2001 02 and a decrease of $48,800 in
2002-03 in: procrams 1o 1mprove child ca,rc quahty and avmlab:{hty, () an increase of $’7 715,800

in 2001-02 and a decrease of $227 900 in’ 2002-03 far the local pass-through program, k)an

increase of- $190; 600 annualiy for the kmshxp care program to correct an inadvertent error; (1) an
increase of ‘$1, 856,200 in 2001-02- and $3, 024,400 in- 2002~03 for the caretaker suppiement .
program to correct an. madvextent error and to fully fund the pmgram {m) an increase of $50,100
in 2001-02 and $62 6{}0 in 26024)3 for state adxmmstratmn to.correct an madvertent error; (n) a
decrease of $18,800 in 2001-02 and $25,100 in 2002-03 f@r frand and front-end verification to
correct an- madvertent error; () an increase ‘of - SB 645, 990 in 2601*02 for the ‘early’ childhood
excelience program; and P .a decrease of $4 800 annually: for adolescent services/- pregnancy
_prevenuon programs 1o ‘correct. an’ madverte:nt erTor: - [Fundmg to:‘account ‘for the revised
estimates of the. cost: ef chﬂd care: subs:dies food starnps: for qualified 1mxmgrants ‘kinship care
- and the earned income tax credit are addressed in separate papcrs A separate paper has also been

preiaarcd on the propesed MA transfer ] B B :

Prepared by: Victcm'ai Cazreén' S
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau
One East Main, Suite 301 « Madison, W1 53703 « (608) 266-3847 » Fax; (608) 267-6873

May 21, 2001 -Joint Committee on Finance Paper #1042

.. Temporary Assistance Jor Needy Families (TANF)

W-2 Contréct_A-llncaﬁens-
(DWD -- Economic Support and Child Care)

[LFB 2001-03 Budget Summary: Page 735, 42 thru #4, Page 736, #5 thru #7 and Page 749, #44]

CURRENT LAW
Current W-2 Contract Amounts =

The Department of Workforce Development (DWD) is authorized to contract with any
person to ‘implement the ‘Wisconsin' Works (W-2) program. There are currently 72 agencies,
including; (2) 57 county departments of human and social services, (b) eight non-county agencies
operating outside of Milwaukee County; (c) five non-county agencies operating in Milwaukee
County; and (d) two tribes. There are three for-profit W-2 agencies: Maximus in Milwaukee
County; Curtis and Associates in Waukesha County; and the Kaiser Group in Walworth County.
All otber private agencies are non-profit agencies. Four tribes operate separate state programs as
allowed under federal law.

The current W-2 contracts run from Januaiy 1, 2000, t_hrozigh December 31, 2001, and
provide $113,393,900 for W-2 employment benefits and $255,920,600 for direct services and
administration. Funds for subsidized employment benefits are used for benefits paid under W-2
employment positions and caretaker of infant- grants. Funds for administration cannot exceed
15% of the contract amount and are used for office costs such as salaries and fringe benefits.
Funds for direct services are used to provide services such as case management, job training, job
readiness, motivation, education and social services.

The funds budgeted in the 1999-01 biennium included funding for approximately the first
18 months of the current contracts, with the assumption that the remaining six months would be
budgeted in 2001-02. For budgeting purposes, the amount for benefits was reduced by 13.03% to
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reflect antlcapated sanctmns on W-2 partzc;pams, msu}tmg in.a two-year budgetary amount for
benefits of - $98, 619 200 as opposed to the two-year contract amount of $113,393,900. In .
' addmon the amount: bndgeted in 1999-01 for administration and direct services’ asmmed a two-
year ailscatzon of $256 867 600 compared to'the :ﬁnal contract amount of $255,920,573.

Perfermance Banuses

: The cu;rrcnt W 2 cenirat:is also include provisions that allow agencies to eam unrestmted -
performance bonnses/proﬁt equal to up to 4% of their contract amounts if they meet certain

criteria, for a total of $14,772,600 over the two-year | contract term. The funds budgeted mm the

1999~01 baenmum “represented: approximately 75% ‘of the ‘performance bonuses ‘with the
assumption. that Ihe remaining 25% would ‘be budgeted in' 2001-02. However, the budgetary
amounts’ assumed that the total needsd ‘over the: two—yea: comract would be $14, 826 200 as -
opposed ta thf: fmal contract amoant of $14 772 600 ERN -

Conunumty Remvestmem . 3._ U

The cu:rent W-Z centracts mc}ude a provzsmn that allows ‘W-2 agcnc:les to receive 5
commumty reinvestment fa;mds Agenmes can receive a commumty remvestmcnt allocation equal
“to. 3% of the 2000-2001 contract amount for a total of $11,079, 400 over the two-year contract.
The funds’ budgeted in the 1999-01 biennium represented -approximately 18 months of the
contract, with: the assumption that the remaining six months would be budgeted .in 2001-—(}2
.However the budgctary amounts: assumed that the total needed over the two-year camract wouid .
'bﬁ $11 119 690 as ogposed m the final centract amsuﬁt of $11 679 400. - o '

These funds can on}y be Spent on: acuvanes elagzbie under the: federai tcmporary

i -l:':'g_:'-assmance fc:r needy fanui;.es (TANEF) block grant for mdwzduals wﬁh income at or below 200% - -

" ofthe federal ‘poverty. ievel and are. méant to suppiement the W-2 contract. Agencxes must meet

: ali of the base performance criteria to recewe commumty remvestmem fuuds associated with the
:290{} 2001 W-2 contracts. In contrast, agencies did not need to meet any performance standards
to recexve cemmumty mmvestment funds assoczated thh the 1997 1999 W-2 contracts. - -

{Zcmtmgency Fund

The current contracts mciude thc abﬁity to access a $102 OOO GOO connngency fund set
aside in: tha Joint Comtmttee on ‘Finance’s appropnaﬁon The W-2 contracts state that the
contingency ﬁmd can be usad by agenczes if the W-2 cash beneﬁt caseioad increases due to an
economic downturn or the cash benefit caseload increases due to a crisis. ’beyond the ccntmi of
‘the ‘agency. Approvai by the Jomt Comnnttse on Fmance urzder S. 13 10 is necessary to access
these’ func}s
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GOVERNOR
W-2 Contract Allocations .

The bill anticipates that the W-2 contracts for the period of January 1, 2002, through
December 31, 2003, will allocate $104,165,200 for subsidized benefits net of sanctions against
participants and $251,321,600. for administration and direct services. Table 1 below compares
the Governor’s proposed contract allocations to the current W-2 contracts. The benefits amount
for the current W-2 contracts represents the amount budgeted. Under current DWD policy, the
full contract amount includes the amount anticipated to be sanctzoned against participants but the
sanction amount is not included in the budgeted amount. Compared to the current W-2 contract,
the amount for benefits would increase by $5,546,000 and the amount for administration and
direct services would be reduced by $4,599,000 over the ccﬁi:_r.act term for a net increase of
$947.,000. .

TABLE 1

Comparison of Current W-2 Contract Allocations
to Governor’s Proposal for 2002-2003 -

Administration/ Total
Benefits - Services Contract
Current Contracts (Minus Sanctions) $98,619,200 $255,920,600 $354,539,800
Governor’s Proposal 104,165,200 251,321,600 -355,486,800
Difference | $5,546,000 -$4,599,000 $947,000

On a budgetary basis, the total amount for the contracts would remain constant, but the
amount for benefits would increase by $5,546,000 over the contract term and the amount for
administration and direct services would decrease by the same amount. The budgetary changes
are different from the actual contract changes because the amount for administration and services
assumed for budgetmg the 2000-2001 contracts was not the same as the final contract amount.
For 2001-03, the Governor’s budget would reallocate $1,386,600 in 2001-02 and $2,773.000 in
2002-03 from administration and services to subsidized employment benefits Table 2 prov1dcs
detail on the amounts proposed for the 2001-03 budget.
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TABLE 2

W-2 Agency Contract Allocations Under the Bill

;Aliecatmns by Contract Perlod

200102

200203
-.-CurrentAgency Contracts {Six Months) S S '
Bg:neﬁts Ailocation : o 824,654,800 30
o Adnnmstmtmrz and Semces Ailocaz;on e 4216900 ot
~ Subronal - $88,871.700 S0
New Agenc:y Cona'acts(ls months) o L o -
‘Benefits Allocation © : $26 041,300 . $52,082,600
Adnumstratzon and Servaces Alioc&non - 62,830,400 125.660.800 . -
S&btotal - : 1’388 _8_71 700- 3177,?43,400_
~ Toul -i_ i $177,743400  $177,743,400
'Allocations by Expendxtnre Categary i :
Benefits - $50,696,100 $52,082,600
Adnnmstratlon and Serv;ces 127.047.300 125.660.800
. Toml .. . - p— $177,-74-3',400 $177,743,400

Unexpended Funds from 200(%2091 sz Cnntracts _ _ N
The bﬁl would prcvzdf: $?.0 136 890 in. 2061 {)2 for costs assocxated wnth the 2{}(}0 2091 o

W~2 contracts for benefits and adnunzstrauon/serwces Thesa funds were allocated in 1999-00
but were not. expended DWB expects these funds to be spent in 2001 02

Performance Bonases

_ The b;ll would provzde $14 826 290 n 20(31-{32 to pay zhe entxre amount for performance
' bonuses associated w;th the 2000-2001" ‘W-2 contracts, which represents no net change from the
ad;usted base. For the 2001-03 biennium, no funding would be provided for performance
bonuses associated with the 2002-2003 W-2 contracts. Although-not specified in the bill, the
administration indicates that $12,500,000 would be needed. in 2003-04. for performance bonuses
associated with the 2002-2003 W-2 contracts. This would represent approximately 3.5% of the
budgeted (net of sanctions) 2002-2003 W-2 contract amount.

Community Reinvestment

The bill would provide $39,383,200 in 2001-02 and $5,559,800 in 2002-03 for
community reinvestment activities associated with the W-2 contracts. Table 3 provxdes detail on
the amounts proposed for the 2001-03 budget. SR R R
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[Note that the year of the W-2 contract :associated with some of these amounts was incorrectly
portrayed in the Legislative Fiscal Burean’s Summary of Governor’s Budget Recommendations and has
been corrected in the table below.] : -

TABLE 3

Cdxﬁm&nity Reinvestment Allocations by Contract Period

200102 200203

Funds Associated with 1997-1999 Contracts ( Carryover from First Six Months) $12,854,600 - 50

Funds Associated with 1997-1999 Contracts ( Last Six Months) < 20/968,800 0
Funds Associated with 2000-2001 Agency Contracts (24 Months) 5.559.800° 3.539.800
Total SRR S S $39,383,200 $5,559,800

Although not specified in the bill, the administration indicates that $11,119,600 would be
needed in-2003-05 for community reinvestment associated with the 2002-2003 W-2 contracts.
This would represent approximately 3.1% of the budgeted (net of sanctions) 2002-2003 W-2
contract amount.

Contmgency Fund

The Govemor proposes elxmmatmg $iﬂz 000 O{}O set- as1dc in 1999-01 as a contingency
fund for- program cests of W-Z agem:;es 3 : :

DISCUSSION P:(')INTSE |
| Fiscal Estimates

1. The amounts included in the Govemor s 2001~O2 budget for W-2 contracts,
pexfermance bonuses and comumty remvestment have been reestimated in Paper #1041.
Reestimates were necessary because the amounts bndgeted by the Gevemor for the last six months
of the 2000-2001 contracts and the last $ix months of the community reinvestment funds associated
with the 1997-1999 contracts did not accurately represent the actual amount remaining to be
budgeted for those contracts. In addition, the Governor's proposed allocations for community
reinvestment associated with the 2000-2001 ‘W-2 contracts were reduced to reflect the final contract

.amounts and to provide 18 versus 24 months of funding due to the anticipated distribution date of
the funds. These reestimates are shown in Table 4 below.
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"TABLE4

Reestimated W-2 Contract Allocations

Reestimates Change to Governor
2001-02 - 2002-03 2001-02 2002-03
Benefits $50,696,100  $52,082,600 $0 $0
Administration and Services 126,100,300 125,660,800 -947,000 0
2000-2001 W-2 Contracts—

Carryover from Prior Year .. 20,136,800 0 -0 0
Local Agency Performance Bonuses 14,772,600 0 -53,600 0
Community Reinvestment 36.353.700 . 5,539,700 -3.029.500 -20,100
Total R $248,059,500 $183,283,100  -$4,030,100 -$20,100

L The: remaining estimates .and alternatives- contained in this paper are based on the
. reestimates shewn inTable 4. In addxuon, the alternative numbers are included in the body of this
paper for reference purposes. :

Process for Next W-2 Contracts

2... . DWD has begun the process for selecting agencies for the 2002 2003 W-2 agency
contracts. DWD plans to have.a two-phase process. - The first: phase is for agencies that met the
criteria for right of first selection and the second phase is a request for proposals for geographic
' regmns where agencies did not ‘win nght of first selection. Responses for the right of first selection
are due by June 4, 2001. A request for proposals is anticipated to be released on June 25,2001, and
proposals will be due on August 6, 2001.

3. DWD’s draft contract terms contain several differences from the ‘Governor’s
recommendations and would require some changes to current law. These differences include
contract amounts and the types of services that should be included in the W-2 contract. These issues
are ‘discussed below. Other policy changes proposed by DWD for the next W-2 contracts, such as

changes in the performance standards are detailed in Paper #1043.
»

W-2 Contract Amounts

4. In DWD's draft contract terms, the Department proposes that the contract amounts
for the 2002-2003 W-2 contracts be $104,165,200 for benefits, excluding sanctions, and
$208,887,600 for administration and services. DWD's proposed contract amounts are the same as
the Governor's for benefits, However, DWD's proposed allocation for administration and services is
less than the Governor's proposed allocation to reflect DWD's proposal to move food stamp and
medical assistance (MA) eligibility determination from the W-2 contracts to the income
maintenance (IM) contracts.
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5. Table 5 shows DWD’s proposed contract amounts compared to the current contract
amounts and the Govermnor’s . recommendations for the next contract. ‘Compared to ‘the ‘current
contract amounts excluding sanctions, DWD’s proposal represents.a $5,546,000 increase in benefits
and a $47,033,000 decrease in administration and services for a net reduction of $41,487,000.
Compared to the Governor’s recommendations, DWI’s proposal would provide the same amount
for benefits and would decrease funding for administration and services by $42,434,000.
Attachments 1 through 3 provide more detail by W-2 regmn “These charts compare the Governor's
allocations with:the current contracts, DWD's proposed contract amounts with the current contracts
and DWD's ‘proposed contract amounts with the Govcrnors contract amounts. Note that the
Governor- did not include spcczﬁc agency allocations, so this paper uscs {)WDS methodology to
detemune each awency s admamstraﬂon a.nd servzces aliocatmn

TABLE 5

‘Comparison of DWD 2002-2003 Contract Amounts
to Current Contracts and Govemor s Proposal .

" Administration/ Total

Benefits ~ Services Contract
A Current Contracts Compared to DWD Proposal o

- Current Contracts minus sanctions™ © 898,619,200 $255,920,600  $354,539,800

DWD Proposal: Giien o : 104.165 200' - 208 887.600 313.052,800

Difference $5 546 G% -$47.033,000  -$41,487,000

- B. Governor’s Proposal Compared to DWD Proposai o _

- .-Govemor’s Proposal - .0 $104 165,200 - $251,321,600 -$355,486,800

- DWD Proposal .. '_ S 104,165.200 . 208.887.600 313 052,800

Difference C S0 -$42434000  -$42,434,000
Benefits Allocation

6.  As of January, 2001, the actual W-2 cash caseload was 6,679 families. DWD
calculated its benefits allocation using an average mamh}y caseload for January, 2000, through
January, 2001, and assumed that the W-2 cash benefit caseload has stabilized and will not increase
or decrease durmg the ceni:ract permd Each avency received a mmxmum benefits  amount
equivalent to five cash cases at a cost of $645 58 per month. The total cases assumed per month
statewide is 6,723 families. Because not all participants receive the average monthly benefit due to
sanctions, the number of families that ceuid be served under the budgetary allocation would be
about 7,651 families per month. This assumes that the sanction rate will be 14% of benefits, which
was the average sanction rate from January, 2000, through ] anuaxy 2{}{31

7. The adzmmstratmn staies t:haﬁ addmonal funds were addcd to. the benefits allocation
to address the possibility of a caseload increase. It is possible that additional funds for benefits
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- ___wouid be necdcd because W;sccmsm 5. unempl@ymcnt ra{a ‘has been nsmg Unempioyment rates in _3
... Tecent months have been as: foi!ews 3.4% in ﬁecambei‘ 206{) 3 8% in: Janualy, 2001 4 3% din
Febmary, 2001 and4 i% in Mar{:h 2{}01 e e : :

0pimns ta Decrease F undmg for Benqﬁts o

__ 8 Addmena} fnnds for beneﬁts may__not be needed bec:ausc thc W-Z caseioad has
"steadwd w:ath a w0()3‘% average monthiy change for January, _zm thmugh January, 2001.
""Accordmoiy, the reeommendauon to: prcwde increased funds for W-2 benefits could be denied.
This paper mcludes altematwas to either reduce funds fer beneﬁts or reallccate them toa

' "contmgency fund for the W-2 contracts a5 dxscussed in the ”Connngcncy Fund" section: below

Paper #1046 mciudes an altemaﬁve 1o utilize’ thcse, funds for child care subsidies ‘oecause the

Wisconsin’ Shares child care subszéy program JS pro_;ected to have a deﬂmt of $32 0 million i n 2()01»

02 and $63 1 rmﬂxon m 2{)02~03 : L S : :

_ _ i ' fun for bénefits is .dsmed there would bc savmgs'._
. totahng $i 386, 500 'm 2001-02 and. $2-773 000 1n 2002~03 Under this ophon cash beneﬁts couid S
- be: prov.idcd to: approxamateiy ’7 244 fa:mhcs per momh (Mtemanve 2. -

If the bsneﬁts aliacamn zs based on ihﬁ Jamuary, 2{3(}1 caseload of 6,679; the contract -

3 ailacatlon ‘would be. $90 926,600, net of sanctions, over: the two»year ‘contract: term. ‘Under this -
option; __thf: amount budgated for bencﬁts wouid be reduced by $3 309 700 in2001-02 and

%6, 619,300 in 29{}2-03 (Altematwﬁ 3) RN

i ._9 As dzscussad above,?f
i W,lsconsm 5 nsmg unemplcyment rate: Under the beneﬁts allocatxon proposed by the Governor and

'DWD approxzmatﬁly 7,651 famzhes couid be served per month. If the average monthiy number of

“caseés went . up by 2% over the ‘amount assumed by the Govemer 10 7,804, ‘then the addmona}

is _@oss‘lbie that the cash beneﬁt caseiead wﬂl increase due tof_:-f:..'

amount neeéed for benefits would be $520 800 in’ 2001~02 and’ $1 041 J700°in: 2002«()3 If the .

* average went up. hy 5% 108, 034 Ihen the addmona} fands needed wou}d be 51 3(}2 1{'}(} m 2001-02_ |
and $2,604, 1{}0 in 2002»()3 ’ . _ RN Cons o _ :

DWD currcnt}y aiiows W—E agencms o transfer funds between thea,r beneﬁts and
' adnnmstratxon!servzces alicx:aﬂons as needed. Whﬂe this could heip iessen the mpact of increased
‘benefit needs, some agencies may be. constramad by how ‘much: they can transfer 1o benefits by t the |
- amount of thezr adnnmstrauaa and servmes a}iocamm and by cantractuai obhgat}.ons with servace
"medﬁrs R S . : -

Tms paper presents severai opnons to mcrease the beneﬁts ailecaiwn te allow fcar the
“possibility that the case}oad ceuid mcrease i

. Prowde addzﬂona} TANF funds fer beneﬁts above the Governor's recommendations
to" ailow for the: pcsszbﬂzty ef caseicad mcreasgs Addltmnaj funds conld be pI‘OVided for a2%
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increase -in caseload ($520,800 in 2001-02 -and $1,041,700 in"2002-03) (Alternative 4a), a 5%
. increase in caseload ($1,302,100 in 2001-02 and $2, 604,100 in 2002-03) {(Alternative 4b}, or any
other increase. However, it is difficult to predict the actual caseload change that could occur due to
an economic downtumn. A chart showing how funds ‘could be allocated by agenc:y over the 24-
~month contract period appears in Attachment 4., : :

. Require DWD to conduct an assessment during the twelfth month of the contract to
determine where benefit funds are needed and transfer funds for benefits and administration among
agencies. This option would have no net fiscal effect and would be more flexible than the option
above :since it takes. a statewide perspective: when' looking “at ‘fiinding needs and availability.
However, the total amount available statewide may not be sufficient to cover the actual need.
(Alternative 4c) '

. ~~Reestablish a contingency fund similar to the one that was provided in the 1999-01
bzenmum for W—Z contracts. 'I’lns opnon is descnbed in more dctml later in this paper.

Aﬁmmrstratmn and Semcas Allocatmn '

10. DWD ca}cuiatcd its proposed administration and- services allocation based on total
caseload for W-2 cash assistance, W-2 case management, the food stamp employment and training
(FSET) program and child care subsidies. Caseload figures for FSET :and child care represent an
average monthly caseload for January, 2000, through February, 2001. For W-2 cash assistance and
W-2 case management, the projections reflect the monthly average for the period of January, 2000,
through January, 2001. Additions were also made for the number of W-2 assistance groups where
the :adult has-less-than a high school education and where the W-2 assistance group includes a

- digabled child or adult. These caseload numbers were: added to Create an ad;nsted caseload of 41,220

-.cases: Each agency's proportion of the adjusted caseload was then’ ‘multiplied by the proposed total
allocation for administration and-services. Small agencies were provided a supplement to their
administration and services allocation in order for their total allocation to equal a minimum of
$250,000.

1. DWDS proposcd aﬁocanon :for adnumstraﬁon and services is $42,434,000 lower
than the Govemors allocation because DWD proposes 1o transfer funds for food stamp and MA
_ehgxbxhty deterrmnatzon from the W—Z «contracts to the IM contracts with counties and tribes. The
current W-2 contracts require W-2 agencies to determine MA and food stamp ehoiblhty of persons
who come to their offices to apply for W-2. Because federal law does not allow private agencies to
perfonn this chglbzhty deterzmnauon, private W-2 agencies subcontract with counties for this work.
Counties_and tribes also contract separately with . DWD for MA and food stamp eligibility
determination of non-W-2 related participants. DWD states that it preposed moving MA and food
stamp eligibility determination to the IM contracts in order for W-2 agencies to focus on the
employment. and - training needs. of 'W-2 and FSET - participants.: In' addition, the Department
indicates that this change would simplify and clarify lines of authority since IM agencies would no
longer need to subcontract with private W-2 agencies.

12.  DWD calculated the amount to deduct for food stamp and MA eligibility
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- determination based on the total amount transferred fromi the income maintenance contracts to the
- W-2 contracts for these services in 1997. This two-year amount totaled. $42,434,000.-Although
fundmg in the W-2 contracts for administration .and services -would decrease, there would be a
corresponding. increase in the .allocation for income maintenance contracts,’ resulting ‘in no net
budgetary impact. Table 6 below shows the impact on-the W-2:and income maintenance. contracts
on both a contractual and budgetary basis.

TABLE 6
Impact of Transferrmg Medlcai Ass:stance and Food Stamps from the W-Z Centracts to the
- Tncome Maintenance Contracts - -
~Governor - DWD Proposal - Difference
’I‘otalAl!ocaﬁonsiorNewCantracts Lo et B _
w2 Adnumsu*auonfServmes Aﬂocanon o ' $251,321,600 $208,887.600 -$42,434,000
Amount Added 10 ™ Conn*a,cts _ N | 42.434 000 . 42,434,000
Tctai C{Jntract Aiiocanons - o ' R $251,321,600 $251,321,600 $0
-2001-92 Budget AHocataun B o - T '
- 20002001 W-2 Administration/. Servzces (& months) $63,268.500 363,269,900 $0
..2002-2003 W-2 Administration/ Services Allocation (6. menths) 62,830,400 . 52,221,900 -19,608,500
Amount Added to IM Con!racts 6 months) B _ 0. . 10,608,500 10.608.500
Tctai Budget Aliocanon J $126,100300  $126,100,300 $0
L Zﬁﬁz-GBBudgetAﬂncahon - " B R e T o
= 20022003 W-2. Admxmstrauonf Semces Aliocatzon {i2 months) $125 669 800 S 8104,443,800 -521,217,000
- Amount Added 10IM. Centracts (12 months) Shlied ph B .21.217.000 21.217.000
Tota? Budget Ailocatmn T $125 660 8001_ S 8125660800 50
“Toral 200103 'Aliocatmx_r S o _$25_1,?{_51_,I_GO ) $251,761,100 30

13.  To remove food stamps from the W-2 contracts an existing statutory provision
would have to be deleted that requires W-2: agencies to conduct feod stamp ehgxbzhty determination
-for W-2 participants 1o the extent permitted by federal law or waiver, Wh,lie private W-2 agencies

* are not currently allowed to perform these functions, county W-2 agencies are currenﬁy performing

food stamp eligibility determination. Under current law, there is also a related provision that allows

W-2 agencies to administer MA eligibility determination to the extent pemutted by federal law or

- waiver. This’ provrsmn could also be deleted if the Commiittee no Ionger wishes to reserve the ability

for'W-2 agencies to administer MA ehglbz}zty detemnauon shouid federal law change or a waiver
be grant:ed (Altematwe 6)

: 14.- Altemanvefy, the Committee could leave funds for MA and food stamp ehgzbﬂzty
determination in the W-2 contracts: It could be argued that without these funds in the contracts,
counties and W-2 agencies would not have the same incentive to co-locate eligibility determination
and participants may not be able to get all the services they need in one place. However, DWD

- would require the W-2-and M agencies to collaborate and DWD-does not-expect any impact on -
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service delivery. (Alternative 5)

15, Ifthe Comnnttce would-like to keep MA and food stamps in the W—2 contracts as
proposed by the Govemor the Committee would have to make a technical clarification to-make the
statutes mtemaliy consistent. The bill would require DWD and DHFS to contract with counties for
MA administration and would require DWD to contract with counties for: food stamp
administration. However, separate statutory provisions would continue to allow the departments to
contract with W-2 agencies to determine eligibility for MA and food stamps, if permitted by federal
law or waiver. While federal law does not currently allow private agencies to determine eligibility
for food stamp and MA recipients, the statutory language would need to be changeé if the
Committee would like to reserve ‘the ability to have W-2 agenc:les ~administer these programs if a
federal law change or waiver is obtained ‘in the future. To make the statutes’ more internally

“consistent, s. 49.33(2) could be modified to allow DWD and’ DHFS to contract with counties for
MA eligibility determination if federal law ‘changes or a waiver is received and to make an
exception to the requirement that DWD contract with counties for food stamps of W~2~reiated
pamfnpants if federa} law chan ges ora waiver IS rece,lved {Altematwe 5) '

S 1 Whether the Commttee dcczdes to'include MA and food stamp ehg1b1hty in'the W-
2 contracts, it is important to analyze whether the proposed administration and services allocation is
appropriate. In DWD’s recommendations, the administration and services funds were distributed
proportionally to the agencies based on anticipated caseload, but an effort was not made to
determine the actual administration and services cost need per case. This methodology makes each
agency’s allocation dependent on its relative share ‘of the caseioad as opposad to its own caseload,
For example, if an agency’s caseload is projected to stay the same, but caseload in other counties is

- decreasing as a Whole then that agency’s allocation would increase instead of remain the same.

REVR Sznca IDWD is not anuc:xanng a caseload change actual expenditures for the current
W-2 contract could be an effective proxy for the cost of the current case}c)ad including eligibility
determination of medical assistance and food stamps. A review of expenditures for administration
and services from January, 2000, through February, 2001, shows that current expenditures are
comparable to the amount recomnmended by the Governor. However, . it is unclear whether current
expenditures are a function of the cost of serving the current caseload or a function of the amount
available.

18.  The Committee may want to decrease the amount of funding for administration and
services because audits performed by the Legislative Audit Bureau have found that some W-2
agencies have misspent funds and have awarded large bonuses to staff. An option would be to
decrease funds for administration and services by 2%, 5% or some other amount, while keeping the
amount for food stamp and MA eligibility determination constant. If the Committee decides to
retain food stamps and MA in the W-2 contracts, a 2% decrease in the administration and services
allocation would result in a two-year contract allocation of $247,143,800 and a 5% decrease would
result in an allocation of $240,877,200. If the Committee decides to transfer food stamps and MA to
the IM contracts, a 2% decrease in the administration and services allocation would result in a two-
year allocation of $204,709,900 and a 5% decrease would result in an allocation of $198,443,200.
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Attachment 5 shows allocations by agency under each of these scenarios. Regardless of whether the
Committee decides to transfer MA and food stamps to the IM contracts, the budgetary impact for a
. 2% reduction would be $1,044,400.in 2001-02 and $2.088, 900 in 2002-03, while the budgetary
1m§act fora 5% reductlon wou}d be $2 6} 1 100 in 2061«02 and SS 222 200 in 2002-03

Performance Banuses Aliocatwn
2000'2001 w-2 Cenzmcrs B

_ '19';"_ The Gevemor prowdad 314 77 600 as reesnmated to pay the full amount of
' unresmcted perfc)rmance bonuses for the cumant W-2 contracts. Agencies that meet all of the base
contract benchma:ks are eligible to receive perfermance bonuses. Agencies. that meet - the
benchmark for the first performance bonus bcnchmark can receive 2% of the contract amount.
Agenczes that meet the ‘benchmark for the second performance bonus .benchmark can receive a
second 2% of the centract amount for atotal of 4% Based on performance of W-2 agencies for
“calendar year 2()06 on' -the requzred pexfonnmlcc criteria -and the -optional criteria, a total of
$12,820,800 is pro}ected to be allocated, leaving a savings of $1,951,800. Table 7 below illustrates
the. percentage of W-2 agencxcs currendy meetmg the criteria for each tier of the required and
o;)tzonal pcrfomiance bonuscs - e SRR

'TABLE 7
- _ Percentage of W~2 Agencles Meenng Performance Bonus
Staudards as of E}ecember, 20006 -
Pérfbmc:e 'Stan‘dam - ' First 2% Second 2%

' ._Entered Emplayment Rate o . - 8% . T%

" 'Wage Rate’ ' . 100% _ 97% .
Job Retentién- 30 day follow-up 86% 60%
Job Retention- 180 day follow-up 89% 74%
Full and Appropriate Engagement 93% B 83%

- Basic: Educanon Activities o 89% 75%
Health Be_n_e_f_its 1% 50%
Optional Standards
Fﬁt_h_-Based Contract RERRTEE : 82%
Educational Attainment = - 10%

20.  The Comumitiee could reduce the allocation for performance bonuses to reflect: the
anticipated savmgs of $1 951, 800 to be. allocated for other TANF-eligible uses. This paper includes
alternatives ‘to either reduce these funds or reallocate them to a contingency fund for the W-2
contracts as dlscussed in the "Coatmcency Fund" section below. (Altemative 8a)
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oo 21 It could be argued that the Committee should not count on the entire $1,951,800 in
pro;ected underspending: for the performance bonuses because the data is based on calendar year

N 2000, and agencies may improve:their performance prior to-the end of the ‘contract, making them

- entitled to more of the performance bonus allocation. ‘An option would be to reduce the perfomance
- bonus amount by $1,000,000, $500,000; or some other arpount. -

22. Altcmatwely, the Commzttee could choose to reduce or ehnnnate the allocation for
performance bonuses associated with the 20002001 W-2 contracts due to other funding needs, such
as a ' W-2 contract-contingency fund and child care subsidies. While the current contracts state that
funds will be available for- Perfonnance bonuses, the contracts also contaiii a clause stating that the
obhgatmns of DWD. are contingent: upon authorization-and budget appropriations by the federal
government and State Legislature. The Legislative Reference Bureau indicates that this clause is
unclear and -could ‘be. interpreted either -as requiring the Legislature to appropriate funds for
_perfcnnance bornuses or.as. allowing-the - Legislature to -appropriate the funds designated for
) _pe,:fonnance bonuses for other TANF-eligible uses.- Therefore, litigation could ‘result if funds
_ included i m the aun'ent W»Z agency contracts were rﬁaﬁocated (Alternatlva Sb) '

2002 20{)3 W2 Comracts

_' .23_. | For ‘she 2002—20{}3 W~2 contracts the Gevemor d1d not prov1de any -funds for
perfonnance bo:auses bcc:anse they.-would not be paid out until after the contracts end in December,
2003. This is consxstent with DWD’s proposed contract terms for the next contracts.

_ 24, Although noz specxﬁed in the bill, the adrmmstraﬂon 1ncilcates that $12 5{}0 000
would bc set as;cle in the 2003-05 blenmum for perfonnance bonuses associated with the next W-2
'contracts ‘This Tepresents apprommateiy 3. 5% .of the: Govemors budgeted amount for. the W-2
contracts. I the ‘Committee adopts DWD’s contract amounts (which have been reduced to account
for moving MA and food stamp eligibility determination to the IM contracts); then:$12,500,000 in
performance bonuses would represent approximately 4.0% of the contract amounts.

25, DWD’s proposed contract terms do not specify an amount for the performance
bonuses.  However, . they -do. modzfy the performance criteria necessary to receive umrestricted
‘bonuses. These modifications are discussed in detail in Paper #1043. Because the Legislature cannot

~be bound to a future budget allocation, DWD’s proposed contract terms contain a clause stating that
the obligations of DWD are contingent upon legislative authorization and budget appropriations by
the federal government and State Legislature. ‘However, the Committee may want to signify its
intent to provide a certain amount for performance bonuses, if any, by instructing DWD to modify
its contract terms to mcludc a specific amount

26.: It could be argued that the perfaﬁnance bonuses for the 2{302~2603 contracts should
be set at the $12,500,000 level or should be restored to the level included in the current W-2
contracts.of 4% of the contract amount, because performance bonuses are effective incentives for
W-2 agencies and help improve outcomes for W-2 participants.’ As shown in Table 7 above, the vast
majority of agencies are currently meeting the first tier standards and a majority of agencies are
meeting the second tier standards. The Committee could opt to use another percentage such as 3.5%
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of the contract amount or 3.0% of the contract amount. If a percentage is used, the amount for
_ performance bonuses would depend on the final contract amount. If the Governor’s proposed total
_contract . amount -of - $355,486,800. is. adopted by the - Committee, a 4% bonus would  total
- $14,219,500, a 3.5% bonus. would-total $12,442,000and a-3.:0% bonus would total $10,664, 600.
The Committee could also specify.any other dollar amount or percentage of the contract for the
performance bonus allecatlon (Altemanve 9)

e 2T, Aitematively, the Comnnttee may not want-to° desxgnate -aspecific amount for
_ .perfoxmance bonuses. The TANF program has a structum} imbalance and it is unclear how much

- funding would. be available :in.the 2003-05 biennium to* pay for: performance bonuses Under the
Governor’s- recommendations-as: corrected and reestimated, there ‘would be'a’ necrauve balance of
$74.7 million at the end 0f 2002-03. Since ongoing revenues do not meet ongoing expenditure
needs, there is also a structural deficit of $69. 5 million per year. The Committee could direct DWD
to.not include a specific.amount for performance bonuses-in the 2002-2003 W-2 contracts, so that
-the: Legslaturc can -evaluate the funding ‘available for ‘bonuses' as part” of ‘the 2003-05 budget
process. Some may argue: against this alternative because it creates uncertainty for W—Z agencies as
to how much yerformance bonus ﬁmdmg will be avaﬂable (Altematzve 1{}) -

28.  Another altematlve would be to ehxmnate performance bonuses from the 2002-2003
W-2 contracts. The Committee ‘may warit'to consider this option in light of the TANF structural
deficit ‘described  above. ‘In ‘addition, some have argued ‘that 'W-2 agencies shotld not receive
performance bonuses because the funds do'not go directly towards services for low-income families
as intended by the TANF block grant. If the Committee eliminates performance bonuses, the
“statutes: would still requme agencaes to' meet performance standards estabhshed by the ﬁepartment :
If 'a W-2 agency does not’ meet the standards, then the’ I)epartmcnt may w1thhc>ld OF recover any
payment from the W«Z agcncy (A}temauve 11) o o : o

' Commumty Remveshnent Allocation o
Current Comracts

29. The funds mciuded in the Gevernors proposed budget for community reinvestment
would cover activities associated with the 1997-1999 and 2000-2001 contracts. As reestimated, a
total of $33,583,800 would be provided for the 1997-1999 contracts. This consists of $12,734,800
in unspent funds from the first six months of the contracts that needs to be rebudgeted and
$20,845,000 that has not yet been budgeted for the last six momhs of the contracts. In addition,
$8,329,700 would be provided for the 2000-2001 contracts,

30. The deadline for spending community reinvestment funds assocxated with the 1997-
1999 contracts was originally December 31, 2001. This deadliné was recently extended for six
months to allow community -reinvestment funds to serve as an informal contingency fund for
agencies that exceed their base W-2 contract amounts: Accordingto DWD's policy, any funds not
spent by January, 2002, will be reduced by 25% ‘and DWD will reallocate these funds to agencies
that have exceeded their W-2 contract funds.
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31.  An option would be to: formally place the $33,583 800 in’ unspent community
remvestmcnt funds associated with the 1997-1999 'W-2 contracts in a statewide contingency fund to
- be used for-the W-2 contracts throughout the next biennium. This option would allow the’ unspent
funds to be used for a longer period of time than proposed by DWD. In addition, this option ‘would
- allow the funds to only go to those agencies that have the most needs. Anot:her opnon weuid be to

_ place only a pomon of the $33 583, 8&(} in the- centmgency fund RERREARE

__32. . For the 2000-2{)01 W»-?. contracts the bﬂi as reestxmated would pmvxde 18 months
fundmg totahng $8,329.700. In order to receive these funds, -agencies must meet-all of the base
performance standards. Based on agency performance in calendar year 2000, two agencies were not
‘meeting all of the base performance standards, creating a potential savings of $34,700. Since this
data. represents - only the first"half of the contract term, these two agencies could improve their
performance and become eligible for.all of their cemmumty reinvestment funds. Therefcre any
significant savmgs in this allocation are unixkely - :

.33, The Commattae cau}d chcaese te fcduae or ehrmnate the aiiocatzcm for commumty
relnvesnnem assoclated with the 1997-1999 ‘and 2000-2001-W-2 contracts due to other. funding
needs, such as.a W-2 contract contingency fund -and child care subsidies. As stated earlier, the
Legislative Reference Bureau states that the funding-clause in the'contracts is unclear but could be
interpreted as-allowing the . Legzslatme to decide to appropnate these funds for other uses.
(Alternative 12) = : a5 :

2002-2003 W-2 Contract

34.  Agencies currently have to meet all of the base contract benchmarks to receive
" community reinvestment funds. In DWD’s proposed contract terms for the 2002-2003 contracts,
. -agencies: wouid ‘have 1o ‘meet performance standards above the base- contract benchmark leve} o
receive the funds. These modifications are discussed in detail in Paper #1043. '

35.  For the 2002-2003 ‘W-2 contracts, the Governor' did not provide any funds for
community. reinvestment -because funds would not be paid out until after the contracts end in
December, 2003. This is consistent with DWD"’S prsposed contrax:t terms for the next contracts

N 36.. Aithough not speczﬁed in. the bﬁl the admzm&txanon mdzcates that $11,119,600
would be set aside in the 2003-05 biennium for community reinvestment associated with the next
W-2 contracts. This represents approximately 3.1% of the Governor's budgeted amount for the W-2
contracts. If the Committee adopts DWD’s lower W-2 ‘contract amounts; ‘then the $11,119,600
amount for comrunity reinvestment would repmsent apprommateiy 3. 6% of the contract amounts

37. DWD’s. prcposed ccntrasst terms do not specafy an amount for commumty
reinvestinent. Because the Legislature cannot be bound to a future budget allocation, DWD's
proposed contract terms contain a clause stating that the obligations of DWD are contingent upon
legislative authorization and budget appropriations by the federal government and State Legisiature.
However, the Committee may want to signify its intent to provide a certain amount for community
reinvestment, if any, by instructing DWD to.modify its contract terms to include a specific amount.
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oo .38, .. It could be argued that: the .community - zemvestmﬁnt for'the 2002-2003 contracts
_.should be sct at the $11,119,600 level, proposed by the Governor because community reinvestment
__fnnds prev;ide a supplement to the W»E contract-and also prov:ede a2’ variety of services to low-

.mcome famﬂ;es thmughaut the state ’.{’he Comnuttee could ()pt to use ano!;her pefcentage suc:h as
camumty remvesnnent would dt:pend on the ﬁnai contract amount If ihe Govemors pmposeci
total contract amount of $355,486,800 is adopted by the Committee, a 3.0% bonus would total
$10,664,600 and a 2 5% bonus would total $8,887,200. The Comnuttee could also spec1fy any other

: -dollar amount or percentage of the contract for the perfarmance benus allocanon (Altematzve 13)

o 39_;9 Altsrnatzvely, the Comttee may not wam 10 desagnate a specxﬁc amount for
_.cemmumty remvestmcnt due to the: structural ‘imbalancein the TANF ] program. The Committee
could direct }Z)W}) to.not. mc}ude a specific amount for’ commumty reinvestiment in the 2002-2003
W~2 contracts, -0 that the Legmiature can . evaluate the- funding’ avaﬁabie for community
_reinvestment as “part of. th@ 2003-05 budget process. - Some 1nay argue against this alternative
because it would ‘create: uncertamty for W-2 agencws as: to how much commumi‘y remvestment '
fundmg will be: avmlable (Altematzve 14) E : :

o 40 Anether ai{emat;vg weuld bs te eh:mnate commumty remvesz:ment from the 2002-
2603 W«»Z conu'acts The Committee: may ‘want to- consider this -option in* hght of the TANF
structural deficit described above. In addition, some have argued that W-2 agencies should not
receive community reinvestment funds because the services bemg provzded shouid be accomphshed
through the base Wm2 contract (A&temauve 15)

. Contmgency Fund

T 1 The'_Govemor § preposed budget elmnnates the $1i}2 900 9{}6 contmgency fund for' : :
W-2 contracts that was provided in the 1999-01 biennium. - 3 a

‘Some of the W-2 aganc:es have raised cencerns that there may be insufficient funds
avaﬂable for benefits.if there is an-economic downturn: -and:the number of - participants increases.
‘Based on expenchtures from }anua:y, 2000, through February, 2001, 19-agencies are projected to
exceed their 2000-2001 contract allocaﬂons while 53 agencies may not spend their total contract
‘alloeation.-In lieu: of the options presented: above to mcrease the: beneﬁts a]locanon a contmgency
fund could be retamcd in the next bzenmum R -

. Th;s paper presents severai opt;ens for rcmstatmg a contmgency fund Each' of ‘thése
alternatives could be used in combination or separately.- Note that some of these alternatives would
take funds from existing contracts. While the funding ch&nge clause in the contracts could be
interpreted as allowing the Legislature to" take this action, the Ix:gxslatwg Reference Bureau
indicates. that the funding change clause could also'be interpreted as’ Tequiring the Legislature to
appropriate funding for the original purposes: Therefore, litigation cmﬂd resuit af funds mciuded in
the current W-2 agenc:y contracts were: maiiocated (Altematwe 16} :

. Utlhze the savings resuitmg fmm reestamaxes of .the amounts for administration and
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services, comumunity reinvestment and performance bonuses. As shown in Table 4, the : savmgs from.
these reestimates total $4,030,100 in 2002-03 and $20,100 in 2002-03. -

. Deny the Governor's proposed increase in benefits and reallocate $1,386,500 in
2001-02 and $2,773 {)00 in 2002-03 to the contingency fund. This may be a more attractive option
than simply leaving these funds in the benefits allocation because it ensures that agencies will only
have access to the funds if they are necessary.

o Use the } anuary, 2091 caseioad as the basis for the ‘benefits allocauon and reallocate
$3,309,700 in 2001-02 and 56, 619,300 in ’1’8{}2-03 to the contingency fund. Like the option above,
this would ensure that: agencxes would only have access to the funds if they are necessary.

. Reduce the $14,772,600 set aside for performance bonuses for the current W-2
contracts by $1,951,800 to reflect projections of the amount of funding that will be needed based on
calendar year 20(}0 perfennance

.. Reduce or. ehnunate the $14 ’77269{} set asuie for- perfomance bonuses fer the
current W~2 contracis a;nd use. thls fundmg to create a conungency fund.

-+ Reduce ‘or eliminate ‘the $33. 583 800-in connnumty remvestment funds associated
'Wlth the 1997-1999 'W-2 contracts. These funds represent $12,734,800 remaining unspent from the
first six months of the contracts, as well as $20,849,000 that has not yet been budgeted for the last
six months of those contracts :

. Reduce or elmnate the $8, 329 700 set aside for community reinvestment associated
w1th the 2000 2001 W»E contracts '

- ALTERNATWESTOBM o
Governor’s Recommendation

1. Adopt the Govemors recommendanons to make the following changes relative to
the W-2 agency contract allocations, as updated for reestimates: (a) increase funds for subsidized
employment benefits by $1,386,500 FED in 2001-02 and $2,773,000 FED in 2002-03; (b) decrease
funds for administration and services by $2,333,500 FED in 2001-02 and $2,773,000 FED in 2002-
03; (c) provide funding of $20,136,800:FED in 2001-02 for costs associated with the 2000-2001 W-
2 contracts for benefits and administration/services: (d) eliminate fanding for the contmgency fund
of $102,000,000 FED; (e) reduce funding for perfmmance bonuses by '$53,600 FED in 20014)2
and (f) increase funds for'community reinvestment associated with the 1997-1999 W-2 contracts
and the 2000-2001 W-2 contracts by $30,793,900 FED in 2001—{)2 and decrease funds by $20,100
FED in 2002-03.

W.2 Benefits

2. Deny the recommended increase in W-2 benefits, which would provide benefits for
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- 7,244 families on a monthly basis as opposed to.7.651 families under the Governor’s proposal,
resulting in a decrease of $1,386.500 FED in-2001-02 and $2,773,000 FED in 2002-03.

A!{ematwez e AUIIE EE IR R P SR R -'-:'-:__._FE_D
T 2am-oa Funmue {c;hangetoa.al) Ig4150500 |

3 Reduce funds for W-Z bencﬁts to fund the January, 2001 caseload of 6,679 families
per month as opposed to 7,651 famlhes per month’ under the Gevernors pmposal resulnng ina
" decrease of $3 309 700 FED m 2001~02 and $6 6 19 300 FED in 2062—()3 :

Aﬂemaﬁves . _ o . . FED :
| 200108 FunDING (Ghange to Bm) - $9,920,000 |

_ 4. Prov;de ‘W~2 agenmes wnh addltmnal funds for bcneﬁts by adopnng one or more of
the followmg altematzves RS L R R T

a Prowde addmonai funds of $52O 800 PED in 2(}01-92 and $1,041,700 FED in 2002-
03 to reflect a 2% mcrease ‘over the estzmated monthly caselead used: by the Governor (7,804
_mstead 0f7 651) TR e BT _

Aitematwe 3a FED-
2001:03 FUNDING {Changeto B s15e500 |

b Provide . addmonal fnnds of $1,302,100 FED in 2901@2 and $2,604,100 FED in
2002-03 to reﬁect a 5% increase over the estimated monthly caseload used by the Governor (8.034
instead of 7,651). -

Altem@veab _ T '_ FED
i 2001-03 FUND]NG (change m saa) L i 53,908,200
c. . Mochfy the statutes to require DWD to conduct an assessment during:- the 12"‘ month

of the next W~2 contract term to determine whether funding adjustments need to be made between
agencies, Authonze D‘WD to.transfer. funds from any agency in the:state to any other agency in the
state. Direct DWD to mclude these prevaswns in the next W=-2 contracts. '

Medical Assistance and F oad Stamps

5. Adopt the Governor’s recommendation to retain eligibility determination for food
stamps and MA in the W-2 contracts. Clarify in s. 49.33(2) that DWD and DHFS would be
permitied to contract with non-county agencies for MA and that DWD would be permitted to
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contract with non-county agencies for food stamp administration, if permitted by federal law or a
waiver by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.

6. Transfer food stamp and MA eligibility determination from the W-2 contracts to the
income maintenance contracts and: o

a. Delete the prévisi{)n in current law requiring W«Z égéncies to certify eligibility for
and issue food stamps, to the extent permitted by federal law or a waiver from the U.S. Department
of Health and Human Services.

b.  Delete .the' provisiéﬁ in current law allowing W-2.agencies to administer MA
eligibility determination to the extent permitted by federal law or a waiver from the US.
Department of Health and Human Services. '

Administration and Services Allocation

7. Decrease the allocation for administration and services in the W-2 contracts by one
of the following amounts:
a. 2% from the Governor’s recommendation (net of amounts for MA and food stamp

eligibility determination) for a total savings of $1,044,400 FED in 2001-02 and $2,088,900 FED in
2002-03.

Alternative 7a ' " 'FED
2001-03 FUNDING (Change to Bill) $3,133,300
b. 5% from the Governor’s recommendation (net of amounts for MA and food stamp

eligibility determination) for a total savings of $2,611;100 FED in 2001-02 and $5,222,200 FED in
2002-03, : o

Alternative 7b . FED
2001-03 FUNDING (Change to Bill} $7,833,300
Performance Bonuses

8. Reduce the allocation for performance bonuses in 2001-02 by:

a. 51,951,800 FED in 2001-02 to reflect the amount of bonuses agencies are projected
to receive based on calendar year 2000 performance.
Alternative 8a FER
2001-03 FUNDING (Change to Bill) - $1,951,800
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b.  $14,772,600 FED in 2001-02 to provide funds for other TANF-eligible uses.

Alternative 8b . FED

| 2001-03 FUNDING (Change to Bill) - $14,772,600

9. Instruct DWD to place a specafic amount in thc contract terms for the 2002—2003 W-
2 contracts for perfomance bonuses of S :

a $12 SO{} OOG as recommended by the Govemor

b. 4,_0%_ of the contract amount.
e '3;5_%-.6f_:f£he_§(3nt;‘act amount.
d. : 3.0% of the céntract amount.

10, 'Darect DWD not to place a spec1ﬁc amount in the contract terms for the 2002-2003
W-2 contracts for performance bonuses.

11. Dn“ect DWD 1o el;mmate performance bonuses from the 2002-2003 W-2 contracts.
Commumty Remvestment
-'1_2... : Reduce the aliecauon for commumty remvestment in 2001-03 by:

_-_a.-. . $20 849{)0{} FED to reﬁect not prov;dmg fundmg for the last six months of
commumty reinvestment assomawd with the 1997-1999 W-2 contracts.

. -Aiternaﬂva 122 : FED

- | 2001-08 FUNDING (Change 1o Bill) - $20.849,000

b. $12,734,800 FED to reflect not rebudgeting funds that were unspent in 1999-01 for
the first six months of community reinvestment associated with the 1997-1999 W-2 contracts.

-1 -Alternative 12b ' FED

2001-03 FUNDING (Change to Bilh) - $12,734,800

c. $2,769,900 FED in 2001-02 and $5,559,800 FED in 2002-03 to reflect not providing
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funding for 18 months of cormunity reinvestment associated with the 2000-2001 W-2 contracts.

Alternative 12¢ FED
2001-03 FUNDING (Change to Bill} $8,328,700 .

13. Direct DWD to place a specific amount in the contract terms for the 2002-2003 W-2
contracts for community reinvestment of:

a. $11,119,600, as recommended by the Governor.
b. 3.0% of the contract amount.
C. 2.5% of the contract amount.

14. Direct DWD not to place a specific amount in the contract terms for the 2002-2003
W-2 contracts for community reinvestment.

15. Direct DWD to eliminate community reinvestment funding from the 2002-2003 W-
2 contracts.

Contmgency Fund

16. Create a connngency fund for the W~2 contracts dunng the 2001-03 biennium by
taking one or more of the following actions:

‘a: Reallocate savmgs resulung from reestimates of the administration and services,
community reinvestment and performance bonus allocations for 20{)1~03 totaling $4,030,100 FED

in 2001-02 and $20,100 FED in2002-03.

b. Deny the Governor’s proposed increase in benefits and reallocate the savings totaling
$1,386,500 FED in 2001-02 and $2,773,000 FED in 2002-03.

o Decrease the amount for benefits to reflect the January, 2001, W-2 cash caseload
and reallocate the savings totaling $3,309,700 FED in 2001-02 and $6,618,300 FED in 2002-03.

d. Reallocate up to $1,951,800 FED for performance bonuses for the 2000-2001 W-2
contracts to reflect the amount of bonuses agencies are projected to receive based on calendar year
2000 performance.

e. Reallocate up to $14,772,600 FED for performance bonuses associated with the
2000-2001 W-2 contracts.

f. Reallocate up to $33,583,800 FED in community reinvestment funds in 2001-02
associated with the 1997-1999 W-2 contracts.
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g ‘Reallocate up 't0-$2,769,900 FEDin 2001-02-ahd '$5,559,800 FED in 2002-03 in
cozmnumty reinvestment funds associated with the 2€}{}O~2{}{}1 W~2 contmcts
Maintain Current L:aw R |
17. Mamtmn c:um:nt law
o Alternative 17 .. - o oo SO R .- B
2001-03 FUNDING (Change o Bil) ' $49.610.000 1 *

Prepared by: Victoria Carreén
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ATTACHMENT 1

: Govemor-’s.B.iiI' Céﬁipzired to Current-ﬁontra_ctlﬁineuhts

“Proposed Allocations® " Current Coniracts - Difference from Curvent Confgact

_ Administration/ T T Adminisration/ o ... Administration/ v

e i Benefiis . Services Total Comx'agg Benefis**  Services ’I"czal chtracts Benefits Services  Total Conract
Adarns Co §77.460 S444044 7 §522413 S68837  S420934  8a80.77] 88632  $24.010 $32.642
Ashland Co ' 77,469 633,893 711,362 68,837 580,846 6497683 8,632 53,047 61,679
‘Bad River Tribe 92963 255995 348 958 99,069 236,089 335,158 6,106 19,906 13,800
'jﬁamn Co o 71469 1,017,886 1085335 65,837 LITO575 1239212 8,632 -152,489 . -143,857
‘Bayfield Co o TT46Y 1 2559057 333,464 kY 320850 389,687 632 64,853 5223
Brown Co S 278889 4754196 5,033,085 121085 3671673 3,792.758 157805 1082523 140008
Baffalo Co . 77,469 262090 339,559 99,069 286,089 385158 23,600 -23,999 45,599
Bumett Co ' 77469 195044 272,513 68,837 370850 439,687 8632  -175806 “167,174
‘Catumet Co 92,963 542466 £35429 68,837 490,846 559,683 24126 51,620 757486
“Chippewa Co o 185926 1,286.071 1,471,997 187,130 1,406,127 1,593,257 124 -120056 121,260
Clark Co T TIAG . 383993 461,462 68,837 - 538,360 607,197 B632 154367 -145,735
ColumbiaCo .~ 130445 BSBAI2 © OORESY 68,837 TA3II4 801951 70,608 126,798 -'1'9'5 906
CChawlrdCo CTIAGY - 274281 - 351750 68,837 220,850 289687 8,632 53,431 B2.063
‘Danie Co R 4555194 14445443 190000637 ] 3280284 13214797 16455081 1274910 1230646 2,505,556
DodgeCo 7 294383 ° 1,834632 2129015 176,123 1338334 1514277 118,260 496478 614 738
“Digor Co L 92963 608512 2475 7069 ;539,294 616,363 15894 70218 UBETIZ
DouglasCo 7 418334 2145008, 2533342 316223 2506736 - 2825959 99,112 -39L7 n292 616
‘Dunn Co P 294383 804556 1,098939° 220,154 1212951 1432445 74,230 400,735 " L333505
“BauClaie Co 247802 2919564 3167466 2\6399 2858022 2144271 -38297 61,542 " 23285
Florence Co _ 77469 172,531 250,000 58837 . 120,850 189,687 8632 51,681 60,313
FonddaLacCo ~~ 7 77 666236 2407574 3OTIEIC U] UIBS268C 2336BIT 2712079 |0 280968 80,763 361731
Forest Co » 77469 231615 309,084 68,837 220,850 285,687 B632 10785 19,397
Grant Co U ITAGY L SaZASE T 619435 68,837 875,123 743,960 8,632 130,657 “124,025
Green.Co _ 77469 518,085 595554 68,837 567,822 636,659 8632 45737 41,105
‘Green Lake Co T TTASS T : ASgE12 7 4370810 D 88061 - 432,305 520,366 -10,592° 72,6937 UB3288
Towa Co 77,469 298,661 376,130 68,837 370,850 439,687 8,632 72,189 -63,557
Iron Clo 77469 172,531 250,000 68.837 120,850 189,687 8,632 31,681 60,313
Jackson Co 77.469 383,993 461,462 68,837 §19,610 688,447 8632  -235617 -226,985

Lo JeffersonCo oo 108457 --_?i'ss'zzs. LooBZTeSZ ). 1320027 __.__'_'859’645-_‘?. CToe1737 | 2363500 -1404200 0 A164,055
U unean oo o0 263396 V43605 1007000 T 2641847 95879 1232763 | URYYT 214974 T 215763
“RenoshaCo 2238216 8167865  FLA0S681 1739211 7285878 6025080 0 | 1L,400006 881,587 2,380,593
Kewaunee Co 77,469 262,090 339,550 68,837 170,850 239,657 8,632 91,240 99,872
La Crosse Co 340,865 3108513 3449378 517360 3,586,058 4,103,418 AT6456 477545 654,041
Lafayene Co 77,469 172,531 250,000 68,837 170,850 239,687 8,632 1,68t 10,313
Langlade Co 170,432 713,129 883,561 121,085 732,863 853,948 49348 19,734 20,614
Lincoln Co 77,469 6(9.512 686,981 68,837 538,672 607,500 8,632 10,840 79472
Manitowoc Co 7T A9 682,654 760,123 68,837 746,618 815,455 8,632 63,964 -§5,332
Marathon Co 666236 3309652  3.975.888 594414 3036807 3631221 TLEX 272845 344,667
Marinetie Co 77 AEY 524,181 601,650 68,837 735,284 804,121 8632 -211,103 202,471
Marquettz Co 7,469 347422 424,801 68,837 320,850 389,687 8,632 2,572 35,204
Menomitiee Co 139.445 426,659 566,104 154,167 526,064 683,171 14663 -102,405 -117,068
Milwatkes - Region 1 9792118 23357395 33,149,513 9719768 25275958 34995726 7235  -1.918,563 -1.846.213
Milwaukee - Region 2 12,286,620 23,838,107 36,124,736 9587676  26003,195  35590,871 26989535  -2,165,088 533,865
Milwaukee - Region 3 15586,820 25095385 40,682,208 17645286 26851303 44,496,589 2058466 -1755918  -3.814,384
Milwankee - Region 4 14688176 25477661 40,163,837 16566535 26466487 43033022 1878358 -08R826  -L86T.185
Milwaukee - Region 5 12395086 26298117 38,693,203 13451366 26485725 39,937,081 1,056,280 -187,608 -1,243.888
Milwaukee - Region 6 16,036,142 25428428 41464570 14,838,337 28022415 42,860,746 1197811 -2,593.987 -1,396,176
Monroe Co 325,371 LOBL027 1,416,398 247814 LI08675 1356489 77,557 17,648 59,904
Oconto Co 77,469 682,654 760,123 68,837 622,092 690,929 8,632 60,562 69,194
COmeida Co 77,469 731.415 BOE,884 132,092 978,109 1,110,201 34622 246694 .301,316
Oneida Tribe 170,432 585,132 755,564 121,085 391,061 512,146 49348 194071 243,419
Outagasie Co S26791  B0IS3T2 1562163 38444 2702978 3341422 SIILES3 332504 220,741
Ozaskee Co T AEY 161,890 539,359 68,837 644,731 713,568 8,632 117.159 125,791
Pepin Co 77469 172,531 250,000 68,837 170,850 235,687 8,632 1,681 10313
Pierce Co 77 469 493,703 571174 77,069 552,939 630,008 400 86,734 .58,834
Polk Co 108,457 969,125 1,077,582 68,837 707,063 775,500 30620 262062 301,682
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Froposed Aliocations® Cusrent Contracts Difference from Carrent Contract

Administration/ Administratiosy Administration/
Benefits:: 7:2 - Services’ Total Contracts'| - * - Benefis®® - Serviees - Towl Contrac - Benefits Services  Fotal Confract
Portage Co S §TASS $1243405 . $1.320.874 $9%.069  SLIRLS4E  SLIBO9IS. | 521600  S6LSW $39,959
Price Co o 77469 621,703 699,172 | 68,837 502,865 671,702 8.632 18,838 27.470
RacieCo 7 L7BLYS4 6521782 B.303576 1,243,866 5839926 7083792 1 537928 681856 1,219,784
Richland Co' 77469 408373 © 1 a8se 68,837 IS0 380687 8,632 81523 ... 96,155
Rock Co 1626855 4742006 6368861 649452 3950110 . 4,599,562 477,403 791896 1,769,299
Rusk Co o 77,469 347422 424,891 68.837 320,850. 389,687 L8432 26,572 35,204
Sauk Co o 201420 926,458 1.127,879 132,002 936,553 1,068,645, 69,328 10,004 59234
Sawyer Co Lo 77,469 786271 863,740 68,837 681,634 750,471 .. 8632 104,637 113,269
Shawano Co 232,408 828937 1,061,345 58,061 969322 1,057,383 144,367 -140.383 3,962
SheboyganCo . .. ITLESY 1354256 1,926,105, 143,099 1,390,035 . 1533138 228,753 164,221 392,974
St.CroixCo o 123,951 654,844 818,795 77,5068 647,524 724,593 46,882 47320 94,202
Tayior Co o TTA69 - 285471 363,940, 68,837 3HLESO 439,687 8,632 84,379 15,747
“Trempealeay Co 77469 694,844 772,313 88,061 643,803 731,864 -19,552 51,041 40,449
Veron Co o 77,469 347422 424,891 68,837 458,062 526,879 8632 -110620 -101,988
.. NilasCo 77469 213,329 260,798 77,069 311,385 388454 . . 400 98,056 97,656
Lo Walwerth Co 418334 1255595, 1673929 220154 1575298 1,795352 198,181 -319,703 -121.522
O WashbumCo 77,469 335282 412,701, ;68,837 420,936 489,773 . B.632 85,704 rrkisyd
U Washington Co | 201420 1633493 1,834913 178123 1242639 1418762 25,297 390,854 415,151
o Wavkesha Co L SSBI6T T 3998401 . 4,587,168, IW5I68 . 3100288 34943561 03AGH 889,108 1,092,607
Waupaca Co ... ., 340,865 8714603 1212468 231,161 848487 1,079,648 105,704 23,116 132,820
© WauwshanCo |, 77469 390,088, 467,557 8837 634806, . 703643 8632 244718 «236,086
Winnebago Co ... 681,730 3626598 . 4308308 451314 3198178 3,649492 230415 428,420 658,835
‘Wood Co L 49322 2206435 2655757 . 330,230 2038374 . 2368604 119092 168061 287,183
Contrmct Totals . $104,165,200 $251,321,600 $355486,800. | $98.619.200 s255,920,_5_73 $354,530,773 | $5,546,000 -54,508973 . 5%47,027
Milwaukee .. S807B4970 $149,495.093 $230,280,063 $81,808.962 $159,105,083. 5240914045 | -$1,023992 -59,609.950  -810,633,982
" .Balance of Stae $23,380,230 S101,826,507 $125.206,737 1 S$I6510238 $9681549%0 S$113625,728 | 56,565,992 S$501L017 . §11,581,009

% Comract amounts under Govemar s bill caicalaind usmg DWD % methodoiogy B
- -**C{m&ac{ amcum for benefits reduced hy 13 03% forgach regms :
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ATTACHMENT 2

DWD’s Proposed Allocations Compared to Current Contract Amounts

Propesed Allocations ) Current Contracts Difference from Cuzrent Conzract
- o Administranon/ ) ] Administiation/ . Admzmsmmon/ o

W2 Geographic Area Benefis Services Total Contracts Bengfits*  Senvices  Total Contracts Benefits Serv Tomal 'Congg' ot

Adams Co §77,465 $369,593 $447,062 568,837 $420.934 489,771 $8632  $51341 -$42,709

Ashland Co B 77,468 526,543 604,012 68,837 580,846 649,683 8,632 -34,303 45671

Bad River Tribe 92,963 212642 305,605 99,069 236,089 335,158 -6,106 23,447 -26,553

Barron Co . 77469 845,507 922,976 68,837 LI7G375 1239212 B532 324868 _v3}5,236

Bayfield Co 77,469 212.642 290,111 68,837 320,850 389,687 8630 108,208

Brown Co ) 278,889 3949072 4227961 120,088 3,671,673, 5,792,738 157,803 277,399

BuffileCo | . 77.469 217,703 205,174 99,069 286,089 385,158 -21,600 -68,384

BumetCo 77469 172,531 250,000 68,837 370,850 439,687 £632 198319

CalumetCo | . 92,963 450,599 343,562 68,837 490,846 559,683 24,126 40,247

Chippewa Co . 185,926 1,068,275 1,254,201 IB130 1406127 1,593257 1204 337,852

Clark Co e 277469 318,964 396,433 68,837 538,360 607,197 BG32 219,396

Columbia Co : 139.445 713,871 853,316 68,837 733,114 801.951. 70,608 -18,243

Crawford Co ' TTA69 27831 305,300 68,837 226,830 289,687 8,632 6,981

Dane Co o 4555194 11999104 16,554,298 3280284 13,204,797 16495081 L274910  -1,215,693

Dodge Co . 264,383 1,523937 1818320 176,123 1338154 15147277, 118,260 185,783

Door Co S 62963 506,261 599,254 77069 539,294 516,363 15,894 33003 &

DonglasCo " 418,334 L756831 2,175,165 319,223 2506736 | 28259359 99,112 749905 650,793

Dunn Co L 294,383 668,305 . 962,688 220154 1212291 1,432,445 74,230 543,986 " A69.756

B Claire Co ' 247,902 2425135 287337 286,199 2858022 3144231 3R297 432,887 471,184

Florence Co . 77469 172,531 250,000 68,837 120850 189,687 8632 51,681 . 60313

Fond du Lac Co T 666,336 1,999 851 2,666,087 385268 2326811 2,712,079 2800968 326960 45992

Forest Co S TTAS9 192,391 269.860 68,837 220,850 289,687 8,632 . 28,459 -19.827

Grant Co TTAGS 450,599 528,068 68,837 675,123 743,960 B.632 224,524 215892

Green Co . 77.469 430,348 507,817 68,837 567,822 636,639 8632 . -137474 128842
GreenlakeCo 71469 208,712 376,181 88,061 432,305 520,366 10592 133593 0 44785
“Towa Co 77.469 248,083 325,552 68,837 370,850 439,687 8632 122,767 -114,335

Tron Co 77,465 172,531 250,000 68.837 120,850 189,687 8,632 51681 60,313

Jackson Co 77.469 318,964 396,433 68,837 619610 688447 8632  -300646 292014
-Jefierson Co S 108457 . 597424 705881 132,092 55,645 091737 23,635 262221 V85856

CuneanCe . U UU263398 . 617675 881,071 364184 . 9SRSTY - 1,222.763 <789 340,904 o uB41693,
‘KenoshaCo "0 ¢ 3238216 6784304 10,022,520 1739311 T2ESE78 9025089 1499006 501,574 997,432
Kewauniee Co 77,469 217,705 295,174 68,837 170,850 239,687 8,632 46,855 55,487
La Crosse Co 340,865 2,582,086  2,922951 517,360 3586058 4,103.418 176496 1003972 1,180,468

Lafayette Co 77,469 172,531 250,000 68,837 170,850 239,687 8,632 1,681 10,313
Langlade Co . 170,432 592,361 762,793 121,085 732,863 853,948 49,348 140,502 -B1,154
Lingoln Co 77469 506,291 583,760 68,837 538,672 607,509 8,632 ~32,381 ¥2_3,'749
Manitowoe Co 77469 567,046 644,513 68,837 746,618 815,455 8.632 179,572 -170.940
Marathon Co 666,236 2,749,162 3,415,398 594,414 3,036,807 3631221 71,822, -287.645 215,823
Marinette Co 77.469 435,411 512,380 68,837 735,284 804,121 8,632 -292.873 291,241
Marquetie Co 77,469 288,586 366,055 68,837 320,850 389,687 £,632 -32.264 ~23,632
Menominee Co 136,445 354.404 493,849 154,107 528,064 683,171 -14,663 174,660 -189,323
Milwaukes - Region 1 9,762,118 19,712,747 29,504,865 9.719.768 25275958 34,993,726 72350 -5,563.211 -5.490,861
Milwatkee - Region 2 12,286,629 19900827 32,187,456 9587676 26,003,195 35590871 2608953 6,102,368 -3,403,415
Miiwaukee - Region 3 15,586,820 20665741 36,252,561 17.645.286 26,851,303 44,496,589 2,058,466  -6,185,562 8,244,028
Miiwaukee - Region 4 14,688,176 21,056,370  35,747.546 16,366,535 26466487 43033022 -1,B78.358 3407117 -1,283,475
Milwankee - Region 5 12,395,086 21935050 34,330,136 13451366 26485725 39937001 -1,056,280 -4,550,673 -5,606,955
Milwankee - Region 6 16,036,142 20904336 36,940,478 14,838,331 28022415 42,860,746 1197811 7,118,079 ~5,920,268
Monsoe Co 325373 906,261 1,231,632 247,814 LH0B675 1,356,489 7.557 202,414 -124,857
Oconto Co 77,469 567,046 644,515 68,837 622,092 690,929 8,632 -35.046 -46,414
Oneida Co 77,469 607,550 683,019 132092 978,109 1,116,201 -54,622 370,559 -425,181
Oneida Tribe 170,432 486,040 656,472 121,085 391,061 512,146 49,348 94,979 144327
Outagarmie Co 336,791 2,521,331 3,048,122 638 4d4 2702978 3,341422 -111,653 181,647 -293,300
Orzaukes Co 77469 632.864 710,333 68,837 644,731 713,568 B.632 -11,867 -3,235
Pepin Co 7,469 172,531 250,060 68,837 170,850 239,687 8.632 1,681 10,313
Pierce Co 77,469 410,006 487,563 77,069 552,939 630,008 400 ~142 843 142,443

Polk Co 168,457 805,003 913466 68,837 07003 ~TI5,900 39.620 97,940 137,560
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Proposed Allacations ' T Current Contracts Difference from Current Contract

Admindstration/ Administration/ Administration/
W-2 Geographic Area . PBenefits. . . Services Toral Contracts ; Benefuts® . - Bervices  Totsl Contracts Renefits. - - - Services  Total Contra
Portage Co | §77,469  $1,032.834  SL110.303 | . $99.069  S$1181846  §1.280915 B2L600 -$149.032 -$170.612
PriceCo YT A9 516,417 593886 1 68,837 602,865 erigo2 Y 8632 -86.448 77,816
RacineCo 1781794 5417317 . TA99JII T 1243866 5839926 7083792 ) 537,928 422,609 -115,319
Righland Co™ 77469 302157 416684 68,837 320.850° 389687 8632 18365 6997
Rock Co . 1626855 3938946 5565801 649.452 395010  4.599.562 977,403 -11,164 966,239
Rusk Co 77469 288,586 366,055 64,837 320,850 380,687 8632 32,264 23632
© Sapk Co 201420 769,563 GTLYR3 132,092 936,553 1068645 69.328 166990 97662
Savwyer Co o 77469 633,116 730,585 " 68,837 681,634 750,471 8632 28518 -19,886
" Shawano Co ' TILA08 - 68RSSS 920,964 .. BR.O6L 969,322 1057383 144,347 280766 136419
" Shiboygan Co | 371853 1291043 . L662896 (143099 1390035 1,533,134 228753 58,992 129761
51, Croix Co _ 123,951 577172 701,123 T069 647,524 1235930 46,882 70,352 23470
Tayior Co o 7TAE9 237957 315426 68,837 370,850 439,687 Bf32  -132893 -124.251
Trempealean Co 77,469 577,172 654,641 88,061 643,803 751,864 -10,592 66,631 T332
Vemon Co T 77,469 285,586 366,055 68837 438,042 526,879 8632 -169,456

- Nils Co o 77469 177,202 254671 T 059 311,385 388454 400 -134,183
L WalwdshCo 418334 10420960 1461294 220,154 LS75298 1795452 194,181 -532,338 5
S iWashbumCo TTAGY . 2IRA60. T 3559 . 6%,837 430,936 489,773 - SHZATE 133844

. “Wishington Co | 201420 1,356,861 . 1,5587831 176,123 1242639 1418762 25297 114,222 139,519
CWiaukeshaCo L | 388967 3321271, . 3.910038 385268 0 3109203 7 3404561 203.499 211978 415477
CiWaupacaCo 340865 723997 1064862 231,361 348487 1079648 109,704 124,490 -T4786
CWausheraCo L 77469 324,026, 401,495 68,837 634806 703643 8,632 -310,780 3028
~ ‘Winnehago Co | 681,730 3012433 3894163 451,314 3IOBI78 3649492 B0ATS 185745 44670
“Woad Co o Mex0 L8177 2282091 330230 2038374 Z3GR604 115:002 -205.599 86807

ContmctTotsls  $104165,200 $208887,632° S313052832 | $98619.200 5255920573 $354539.773 | $5.546.000 -$47.032941 -$41,486.941

Milvaukee . 80784370 $124178,07] 5204965041 | SSLEOB962 $150,105083 5240914045 | -51023.992 -$34927,012 -$35.951004

 Baceof St $23380230 SBAT09.561 $I08089791 | SI6A10238 $96815490 SL3ESTIS | $6.369.990 512105929 35,533,938

. *Coitract amount for benefits reduced by 13.03% for each region.
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- A’I""{‘A'CHMENT 3

Govemor s BxI] Compared to DWD’S Pmposed AlIoeatlons

Pmposed Ailncauons ~ Jovemor¥. Froposed Allocatmas ~DWD . Difference from Govemeor -

s B Administration/ I E Administration/ Sl : Administration/  onen
W-2 Geographic Amea Benefiss Services  Total Contracts Benefits Semces Total Corstracg Benefits Services  Total Con%:ract'
Adams Co - $77.465 $444.944 $522.413 $77.469 $369,503 5447062 30 -§75,351 -sys;'ssl
Ashland Co _ 77,469 631,893 711,362 77469 526,543 604,012 0 -107,350 -167.350
Bad River Tribe | 92,963 255,995 WBUSE 97963 212,642 305,605 0 43353 43353
Barron Co _ 71,469 LO17.886 1,095,355 17,469 845,507 922,976 0 172,372 172,379
Bayfield Co - 77.469 255,995 333,464 77,469 212,642 290,111, 0 43353 43353
Brown Co o 78889 4754196 5,033,085 2TRBRG 3049072 4227961 0 -805,124 805,124
Buffalo Co o 77469 262,090 335,559 77,469 217,705 295,174 0 -44,385 44,385
Burnett Co ' 71,469 195,044 272,513 77469 172,531 250,000 0 22513 22,513
Calmet Co " 92,963 542,466 635420 92963 450,599 543,562 0 91,867 91867
ChippewaCo  ° 7 185,926  LIBGUTI 1,471,097 LIBS926 1068275 1284201 0 -217,796 217,796
Clark Co 77,469 383,993 461462 L1469 318964 396433 0 65020 65029
ColumbiaCo (07 139445 859412 998,857 130445 13,871 853316 0 145541 R4S A4
CrawforéCo TIAGY - 274281 351,750 TIAGS . 227831 305300 -0 46,450 146,430
DaneCo o ASSSI98 14445443 19000637 4555104 11999104 16554208 S0 2446339 2446339
DadgeCo T 294383 1,834632 2129015 294383 . 1523937 | L818320. B 310693 310695
Door Co o 92,963 $09.512° 702,475, 92963 506,291 599,254 o -103.221 103,221
Péuglas Co ST 41833¢ 2115008 2533342 41B33 1756831 2,175,165 . 0 -358,177 358,177,
Dunri Co T 298383 304,556 1,098.939° 294,383 668305 962688 0 -136,251 -136,251
Bal Claire Co ™ 247,902 2919564 3.167.466 TATH2 2425135 2673037 0 -494.429 494,429
Florence Co 77469 172,541 250,000 77469 - 17LSA1 . 250000 S0 : 0 D
Fond di Lac Co LU 666236 2407574 3073310 666236 1999851 2,666,087 0 407,723 407,723
Forest Co - L T1469 231615, 309,084 77469 192,391 269,860 0 . -39,224 35,224
Grant Co* : ST TTAGY 542466 7 619,935 77469 450,599 528,068 0 91,867 91,867
GreenCo, o 77,469 518085 595554, L TTABS 430348 567,817, 0. BT 81787
GreenLakeCo "7 "7 77469 3506127 437081 ] T 460 298712 376 s 0 760500 60,900
lowa Co 77,469 298,661 376,130 77469 248,083 325,552 0 -50,578 50,578
Iron Co 77,469 172,531 250,000 77469 172,53} 250,000 0 0 _ 0

ccdacksonCo. ) - L TTTAGY L BEAG03 ___461 a62 L TIAG9 . 318964 . 306433 . L. 0. 65029 . . ‘55 629

Jefferson Co. 200 108,487 719205 © L O82T6R2 108457 597,424 0 H0sREY | 0 1218017 7 C121,801
Tunean Co 263396 743,605 1007000 | 263396 617675 88107 ¢ -125.930 -125.930
Kenosha Co 3238216 8167465 11405581 3238216 6784304 10,022,520 0 -1,383,16] -1,383,161
Kewaunez Co 77.469 262,090 339,559 77469 217,705 265,17 0 44,385 -44.385
La Crosse Co 340,865 3,108,513 3,449,378 340,865 2,582,086 2922851 0 -526,427 -526,427
Lafayette Co 77,469 172,531 250,000 77,469 172,531 250,000 0 0 0
Langlade Co 170,432 713,129 883,361 170,432 592,361 762,793 o -120.768 -120,768
Lincoln Co 77,469 609,512 686,981 77469 506,291 583,760 0 -103,221 -103,221
Manitowoe Co 77,469 682,654 760,123 7,469 567,046 644,515 0 -115,608 -115,608
Marathon Co 666,236 3309652 3,975,888 666,236 2749162 3.415398 0 560,490 560,490
Marinette Co 77,469 524,181 601,650 77,469 435411 512,880 0 -88,770 -88,770
Marquette Co 77,469 347,422 424,891 77,469 288,386 366,055 0 -58,836 -58,836
Menominee Co 139,445 426,659 566,104 139,445 354,404 493,849 ¢ -72.255 ~T3,255
Milwaukee - Region 1 9792118 23357395 33,149,513 9792118 19712747 29,504,865 O 3,644,648 -3,644,648
Milwaukee - Region 2 12.286,629 23,838,107 36,124,736 12,286,629 19900827  32.187.4356 0 3937280 3937280
Mitwaukee - Region3 15,586,820 25095385 40,682,203 15.586.820 20665741  36,25255] 0 4420644 -4,425,644
Milwaukee - Regiond 14688176 25477661  40,165.837 14,688,176  21.059,370  35747.546 0 -4,418,291 4,418,291
Milwaukee - Reglon 5 12395086 26208117 38,693,203 12,395,086 21935050 34330.136 0 4363067 4,353,067
Milwankee - Region 6 16,036,142 25428428  41464.570 16036,142 26504336 36940478 0 -ASM097 4524092
Monroe Co 325,371 LO91027 1,416,398 32837 506,261 1,231,632 0 -184,766 -184,766
Oconto Co 77,469 682,654 760,123 77,465 367,046 644,515 0 -115,608 -115,608
Oneida Co 77469 731,415 808,884 77469 607,350 685,019 0 -123,863 -123,865
Oneida Tribe 170,432 385132 753,564 170,432 486,040 §36,472 0 9,092 -99.092
Cutagamie Co 526791 3035372 3,562.163 52679t 1521331 3,048,122 9 -314,041 -514,041
Ozavkee Co 77,469 761,850 839,359 77,469 632,864 710,333 0 -129,026 -129,026
Pepin Co 77,469 172,531 250,000 77.469 172,531 250,000 0 0 0
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W-2 Geographic Arga

Pierce Co
Polk Co

PorageCoooat oo

Price Co
Ragine Co -
Richiand Co
Rock Co
Rusk Co
Sauk Co
Sawyer Co
Shawano Co
Sheboyzan Co
§t. Croix Co
Taylor Co
Trempealean Co
Vetnon Co
Vilas Co
Walworth Co

- Washburs Co

- Washington Co
Waukesha Co

- Waupaca Co

‘Wiissharz Co

Winnehago Co

Wied Co

Contmct Totals
Mi]ivauicee

Balance of Srate

Proposed Allocations - Governor™® =1 Proposed Allocations - DWD
Admiénistration/ o Administration/
Benefits Services  Total Conaets Benefits Services Total Contracts
$77,469 $493,705 3571174 $77.465 $410,096  $487.565
108,457 969,125 1,077,582 108.457 803,003 913,460
17,465 1,243.405 - 1,320,874 0 77,469 LO3Z834 . 1,110,303
77,469 621,703 8992 TTA69 516,417 ~593,886
L78L794° 6,521,783 - 8303376 CLTBLISE B4R o 7196311
77469 408,373 485,842 77,469 339,215 416,684
1,626,855 4742006 . 6368861 | 1,626,855 3938946, 556580t .
77469 347,422 424,891 L TTAS 2BE586 T 366,055,
201,420 926459 1,127.879 201,420 769,563, 970,983
77,469 786,771 863,7407 L T469 653,116 730,585
232,408 828937, 1061343 232408 688,556 920,964
31,853 1554256 1926109 371,853 1291043 1662896 .
123,951 694844 BIRTES .. 123951 ST7.17L 701,123
77,469 286,471 363.940° 77469 237,957 315426
77,469 £04,844 712313 | T1.469 577172, 634,641
77,469 347422 424851 77,464 288,586 . 366,055
77,469 213,320 260,798 .. 77469 77202 254,671
418334 . 1055505 1673920 418,334 . LDAZO6D.  LABL204
77,469 335,232, 412701 CTTA6G . 278460 355929,
200420 ¢ 1633493, 1834913 201420 ¢ 1336861 . 1,558281 .
588,767 3998401 4587188 - 588767 33212717 3910038
340.865 871,603, 1,212,468, 340,865 TIBH9T . 1064862,
77469 390,088 467,557 177,469 324,026 401,495
681,730 3,626,598 4308328 L BBLTI0 3012433 3694163
449322 2206435 2655757 AAY320 LRRZTIS | 2282097
$104.165,200 §$251,321,600 $355,486,800 $104,165,200 5208,887,632 $313,052,832
$80,784.970 149,495,093 230,280,063 $80,784.970 $124,178,071 §204.963,041
$23,380,230 $101,826,507 $125,206737 $23,380,230  $84,709,561. $108089,791

L SContracr amounts under Governors bill calculated asing DWIYs methodology. .+ :
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Difference from Govemor
Administration/

Henefits Services  Total Contract
0 -$83,609 -$83,609
0 -164,122 -164,122
0 -210,571 -210,571
0 105,286 -105,286
S 1104465 71,104,465
0 69,158 69,158
0 -B03,060 -803,060
0 58,836 -58,836
0 -156,896 -136,896
.0 -133,155 -133,158
0 140,381 ~140,381
D 263,213 -263,213
] 117,672 147672
R -48,514 48,514
o 117,672 117,672
B -58,836 | 58,836
0 -36,127 -36,127
L 212638 212635
L0 -56,772 56,772
0 276,632 276,632
0. 677,130 477,430
o0 -147 606 147,606
0 66,062 -B6.062
0. 614,165 614,165
0 -373,660 -373.660
$0, -$42.433.968  -342,433.968
. $0. 525317022 -$25317022

30 -SIT116946  -517,116946
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- “ATTACHMENT 4
Alternative to Increase Benefits Allocation
. 2% Caseload Growth 5% Caseload Growth
. ' ‘Governor’s Budget New ' Difference from New Difference from

W-2 Geographic Area  Allocation Allgcation  Governor Allocation Governor
Adams Co $77,469 $80,733 $3,264 $83,108 $5.638
Ashland Co 77,469 80,733 3,264 83,108 5,638
Bad River Tribe 92,963 96,880 3916 9,729 6,766
Barron Co 77,469 80,733 3,264 83,108 5,638
Bayfield Co 77,469 80,733 3,264 83,108 5,638
Brown Co 278,889 290,639 11,749 299,187 20,298
Buffalo Co - 77,469 80,733 3,264 83,108 5,638
Burnett Co 77,469 80,733 3,264 83,108 5,638
Calumet Co™ 92,963 - 196,880 3916 99,729 6,766
Chippewa Co 185,926 193,759 7.833 199,458 13,532
U Clark Co 77,469 80,733 3,264 83,108 5,638
Columbia Co 139,445 145,319 5,875 149,594 10,149

Crawford Co 77.469 80,733 3,264 83,108 5638 .
Dane Co 4,555,194 4,747,100 191,506 4,886,721 331,527
Dodge Co 204,383 306,785 12,402 315,809 21,425
" Doar Co 92,963 96,880 3,916 99,729 6,766
Douglas Co 418,334 435,958 17,624 448,781 30,446
‘Dunn Co 264,383 306,785. 12402 315,809 21,425
Eau Claire Co - 47902 258,346 10,444 265,944 18,042
" Florence Co’ 77469 80,733 3,264 83,108 5,638
Fond du Lac Co 666,236 694,304 28,068 714,725 48,489

ForestCo 77469 80,733, 3,264 83,108 5638

 GrantCo 71469 80,733 3,264 83,108 5638
Green Co 77,469 80,733 3,264 83,108 5,638
Green Lake Co 77,469 80,733 3,264 83,108 5,638
“Towa Co 77469 80,733 3,264 83,108 . 5,638
fron Co 77,469 80,733 3,264 83,108 5,638
Jackson Co 77,469 80,733 3,264 83,108 5,638
Jefferson Co 108,457 - 113,026 4,569 116,351 7,894
Juneau Co 263,396 274492 11,097 282,566 19,170
Kenosha Co ™ 3.238216 | 3,374,639 136,423 3,473,894 235,677
Kewaunee Co 77,469 80,733 3,264 83,108 5,638
La Crosse Co 340,865 355,225 14,360 365,673 24,808
Lafayette Co 77,469 80,733, 3,264 83,108 5,638
Langlade Co 170432 177,613 7,180 182,837 12,404
Lincoln Co 77.469 80,733 3,264 83,108 5,638
Manitowoc Co 71469 80,733 3,264 83,108 5,638
Marathon Co 666,236 694,304 28,068 714,725 48,489
Marinette Co 77,469 80,733 3,264 83,108 5.638
Marquette Co 77,469 80,733 3.264 83,108 5,638
Menominee Co 139,445 145,319 5.875 149,594 10,149
Milwaukee - Region 1 9,792,118 10,204,651 412,534 10,504,788 712,670
Milwaukee - Region 2 12,286,629 12,804,254 517,625 13,180,850 894,221
Milwaukee - Region 3 15,586,820 - 16,243,480 656,660 16,721,229 1,134,409
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W-2 Geographic Area

Milwaukee - Region 4

" Milwaukee - Region 5

“Milwaukee - Region 6
‘Monroe Co™ '
Oconto Co

OmeidaCo
Oneida Tribe

~ Ouiagamie Co
Ozaukee Co

~ PepinCo

Pierce Co
Polk Co .
Portage Co
Price Co-
‘Racine Co

" Richland Co

““RockCo-

" Rusk Co
‘Sauk Co
Sawyer Co

" Shawano Co
“Sheboygan Co
St CroixCo
'_"Tayioi'Co o :
" Trempealeau Co
VermonCo -

- Walworth Co
Washburn Co.
Washington Co

Waukesha Co -
Waupaca Co
Waushara Co
Winnebago Co_
“Wood Co

Contract Totals

Milwaukee

Balance of State

Page 30

Govemcf’s Budget
~ Allocation

 $14,688,176
12395086

| 16,036,142

© 325371

77,469

771469

170432
526,791
77,469
77,469 .
77,469
108,457
77,469
77:469 .
1,781,794
77469
1,626,855
77,469
201,420
77,469

232,408

371,853 .

123951 .
77,469

77,469

77469

77,469
418,334
77,469
201,420
588,767
340,865
77,469
681,730
449322

$104,165,200

$80,784,970

'$23,380,230

2% Caseload Growth
New Difference from
 Allocation ~ Governor
$15,306,977  $618,800
12917,280 522,194
16,711,731 675,589
339,079 13,708
80,733 3,264
80,733 3,264
177,613, 7,180
548,984 22,193
80,733 3,264
80,733 3,264
80,733 3,264
113,026 4,569
80,733 3,264
80,733 3,264
1,856,859 75,065
80,733 3,264
1,695,393 68,538
80,733 . 37264
209,906 8,486
80,733 . 3,264
242,199 9,791
387,518 15,666
129,173 5222
80,733, 3,264
80,733 3,264
80,733 . . 3,264
80,7330 3264
435,958 17,624
80,733 3,264
209,906 8,486
613,571, 24,804
355,225 14,360
80,733 3,264
710,450 28,721
468,251 18,930 -
$108,553,592  $4,388,302
$84,188,372 . $3,403,402
$24,365,219 . $984,989

5% Caseload Growth .

New
Allocation

$15,757,182
13,297,200
17,203,253
349,052
83,108
83,108
182,837
565,131

83,108 - .

83,108
83,108
116,351

83,108

83,108
1,911,473
83,108

1,745,258

83,108
216,080
83,108
249,323
398,916
132,972
83,108

83,108

83,108

83,108

448,781

83,108
216,080
631,617
363,673

83,108
731,346
482.024

$111,746,345

$86.,664,501 -

525,081,844

Difference froms

Governor

$1,069,006
902,114
1,167,111
23,681
5,638
5,638
12,404
38,340
5,638
5,638
7.894
5,638
. 5,638
129.679
5638
118,403
5,638
14,659
5,638
16,915
27,063
9,021
5,638
5,638
5638
5,638
30,446
5,638
14,659
42,850
24,808
5,638
49,616
32,702

$7,581,145
$5,879,531

$1,701,613
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ATTACHMENT 5

~ ' Options to Reduce Administration and Séfvigbs'Aﬂocations_

W.2 Geogﬂpﬁic Region

Adams Co
Ashland Co
Bad River Tribe
Barron Co
Bayfield Co
Brown Co
Buffalo Co
Bﬁmcﬁ:{:o
Calumet Co
Chippewa Co
Clark Co
Columbia Co
Crawford Co” '
Dane Co

Bodge Co
DoorCo
Douglas Co™
DunnCo -
Eau Claire Co

Flotence Co
. FondduLacCo "

Forest Co. -

GrantCo

GreenCo
Green Lake Co
IowaCo '
Iron Co
Jackson Co

JeffersonCo

Juneau Co
Kenosha Co
Kewaunee Co
La Crosse Co
Lafayette Co
Langlade Co
Lincoln Co
Manitowoc Co
Marathon Co
Marinette Co
Marquette Co
Menominee Co

Milwaukee - Region |

$362,201
516,012

- 208,389
828,597
208,389
3,870,091
213,351
169,080
441,587
1,046,910
312,585
699,594
223,274
11,759,122
1,493,458
496,165
1,721,694
654,939
2,376,632
169,080

- 1,959,854 .

188543
441,587
421,741
292,738
243,121
169,080
312,585
585,476
605,322
6,648,618
213,351
2.530,444

169,080

580,514
496,165

535,705

2,694,179
426,703
282,814
347,316

19,318,492

Transfer MA and Food Stamps
Allocation After
2% Reduction

Allocation After..
3% Reduction

$351,113
500,216
202,010
803,232
202,010
3,751,618
206,820
163,904
428,069
1,014,861 .
303,016
678,177 .
216,439
11,399,149
1,447,740
480,976
1,668,989 .
634,890
2,303,878
163,904 -
1,899,858 -
182,771
428069
408,830
283,776
235,679
163,904
303,016
567,553 .
586,791
6,445,089
206,820
2,452,982
163,904
562,743
480,976
538,694
2,611,704
413,640
274,157
336,684
18,727,110

Workforce Development -- Economic Support and Child Care {Paper #1042)

" MA & Food Stamps
- Retained in W-2 Contracts
Allocation After  Allocation After
2% Reduction 3% Reduction
. $437,527 $426,402
623327 607,477
251,728 245,327
1,000,919 975,468
251,728 245,327
4,674,949 4,556,078
257,722 251,168
191,793 186,916
533,424 519,860
1,264,634 1,232,478
377,592 367,991
845,087 823,599
269,709 262,851
14,204,652 13,843,468
1,804,051 1,758,179
-599,352 584,113
2,079,753 2,026,871
. 791,145 771,029
2,870,898 2,797,899
172,531 172,530
2,367,442 2,307,245
227754 221,963
533,424 519,860
509,450 496,496
353,618 344,626
293,683 286,215
172,531 172,531
377,592 367,991
707,236 689,253
731,210 712,617
8,031,323 7.827,109
257,722 251,168
3,056,697 2,978,974
172,531 172,531
701,242 683,412
599,352 584,113
671,275 654,206
3,254,484 3,171,731
515,443 502,337
341,631 332,944
419,547 408,879
22,998,657 22,460,550
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W-2 Geographic Region”

Milwaukee - Region’2 -

Milwaukee - Region3

Mitwaukee - Region 4
Milwaukee - Region'5

Milwaukee - Regmnﬁ h

‘Monroe Co
OcontoCo
Oreida Co "
Oneida Tribe
Qutagamie Co * ~
Ozaukee: Co '
Pepin Co7
‘Pierce Co
“PolkiCo o
'-PortageCe i
“PriceCo™
Racine Co _
RichlandCo *
RockCo -+
Sauk Co- _
SawyerCo' ~
‘Shawano Co " -
Sheboygan Co'
St Crosza i

e i Taylor Co -

Trempealeau Co
VemnonCo '
Vilas Co
Walworth Co
‘Washbum Co - -
Washington Co
Waukesha Co :
Waupaca ( Co-
Waushara Co
Winnebago Co
WoodCo

Contract 'i’ét'_ais_-
Milwaukee'

Balance of _S_i#te
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Transfer MA and Food Stamg B
Ailocaﬂon After =
S% Reducnon o

: Aﬂmatmn After
2_%;&@@13&339& '

E m 502 810_ _
20,252,426
120,638,183
21,496,349
20, 486,249

88R136

115557905

595,399
476 3 19

35 3{}8 971_

337431
3860167

282814
754172

640,054
674785
1265222
565620 5483
CU233098 2260590
' 565609 548313
274,157
168,342
990,812
264,537
1289018
3,155,207 .
687,797
307,825
2,861,811
1.741,136

1022 o1
272,801
1329724

3 254,846

700,517

317, 545
2,952,184
1.796.120

$204,709,879

$121,694,510

$83.015,369

Workforce Development -~

_ $189@5!?353 -
19632454 -
20,006,402
20,838,298
19,859,119 -

- 860,948
538,604
87T
461 738;-'

C98LI92
490,596

5,146,451 -
322,254

3,741,999
274,157
731,085

. 620460
654,128

1,226,491

$198,443250
$117,969,167

$80,474,083

MA & Food Stamps .
" Retained in W-2 Contracts

_Allecamn After

sza 45@ 565 _
24,659,381
25042774
. 25,868.666
24,983.127
1,072,841
671,275
79 223
575,318
_2;9;3;.4,_775
F 749,191
172531
5 485475

401, 566

' '4 ,662.962
341,631

T 911,016
773,165

- BIS Y
_1528 349
683.262

- 683 262'
341,631
209,773

1 234 666

3,566,147
2,169,656

$247,143,847
$147,003,169

$100,140,678

281 696‘-:’ X

.. Allocation After
2% Reduction T

5% Reduction

$22,869,254
24,005,376
24,390,445

2524490

1,045,562
654,206

900935 -

560,748
2,908,881
730,141
172,531
473,131
928,739,
1,191,590

595,795
6,250,005

391,355
4,544,396,
332,944

887,851 .
53505,
794393

1,489 ART.

665888 .
Comsm

665 888' S

204439

1208272

321.262 -

1,565.422 - . .
3831779,
373,832

3475470

2114488

$24e3,87?,218_{ o

$143,265,293

$97.611.925
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Temporary Assistance fof Needy Families (TANF)

- W-2 Contract Pohcy Issues
(DWI) = Economic Support and Child Care)

CURRENT LAW
P-e'r.farmance Siﬁndai-dsiu- ihé .Cﬁrrent W-2 Agency Contracts

Under cum:nt iaw Wiscensm Works (W -2} agencxes must meet performance standards
established by the Depaxtment of Workforce Development (DWD). If agencies do not meet the
__ standards, DWD may Wxthhold or recover any or aﬁ paymeni fmm the W 2 agency

Under the current W~2 contracts whmh Tun fmm J anuary 1 2(}00 through December 31
2001 agenmes must meet all base contraﬁt benchmarks to be eligible for community
remvestment funds Commumty remvcstmcnt funds equa} 3% of each agency’s contract amount.

For agenc;es that ‘meet all Of the base contsact benchmarks umastnctcd performance
bonuses (proﬁt) can be earned for meetmg benchmarks in. the foliowmg areas: {(a) placement of
W-2 pamc:pams into unsubszdmed emplﬂyment (b) wage rate in unsubs:dzzed employment; {(c)
job retention rate for participants in unsubsidized employment; (d) number of participants
engaged in appropriate activities for the required number of hours; (e) number of participants in
basic educational activities who do not have a high school diploma or its: equivalent; and (f)
number of participants in unsubsidized employment where employer health insurance is
available. There are two tiers for the unrestricted performance bonuses. If an agency meets the
standards in the first tier, it is eligible to receive a bonus.equal to 2% of its contract amount.
Agenczes that meet the first and second tiers are eligible for an additional 2% profit for a total of
4% profit. If an agency does not meet a specific benchmark, a one-case credit is provided in
certain instances. This allows DWD to treat one of the agency’s cases as if it did meet the
benchmark.
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There are also two optional performance standards that can be used in place of one of the
other criteria to meet the second tier standards for unrestricted bonuses: (a) having one or more
faith-based contracts; and (b) having 50% of participants assigned to basic skills or job skills
trammg compiete the reqmreci zrmmng successfuﬂy

" Performance Standards for the Next W-2 Agency Contracts

" For contracts beginning January 1 2002, a étatutdry provision will go into effect stating
that DWD must base any performance bonus calculation for W-2 agencies on all of the following
perfomanca criteria: (a) the placemem of participants in W-2 employment positions into
unsubsmhzed ﬂmploymcnt (b) whether the p}acemcnt is full-time or part-time; (c) the job
retention rate of former participants in W-2 employment positions, as defined by DWD; (e)
appropriate implementation of W-2; and () customer satisfaction. In addition, DWD will not be
allowed to base any’ performance payments on caseload’ decreases or reduced spending by W-2

agencxes that are not: ::hrectly attnbutabie to placemenl of participants in unsubsidized

empioyment
R:ght of First Select;on

The statutes require DWD to utilize a right of first selection process to select agencies to
administer W-2. The statutes require DWD to contract with a W-2 agency if the agency has met
the performance standards ‘established by the" Depamnent during the immediately preceding
contract penod The term of the subscqucnt contract must be for at Ieast two years B

In addmon the current W»2 eontracts state that a rzght of ﬁrst se}ectmn process wz'ﬂ be
used for the next W-2 contracts. In order to meet the right of ﬁrst selecucn criteria, an agency_ :

must meet the followmg base: pe:rfgrmance standards (2) 35% or more of participants have .

entered unsubsidized cmpleyment “(b) “the wage ‘tate for - partzcxpants in unsubsxdized'
' employmem is'at the base wage rate set by DWD for that' county, (¢) the J()b retention rate is
“75% for partxcxpants in unsubsidized empioyment after 30 days and 50% after 130 days; (d) 80%_
of ' W-2 and food stamp employment and trmmng (FSET). _program. participants are engaged in
appropnate activities for the required number of bours; (e) 80% or more of W-2 and FSET
parnczpams without a high schooi dxplorna or equwalent are engaged in educatwna} activities;
“and () 30% or more of partlczpants who entered unsubsidized employment are receiving
employer hea}th msnrance

Geographlc 'R'egwns -

DWD is authorized to determine the geographical area that each W-2 agency will cover.
No area-can be smaller than one county, except for American Indian reservations and Mziwaukee
County. An area may include more than one county Mxiwaukee Connty is currenﬂy dw1ded nto
six regions.

Page 2 Workforce Development -- Economic Support and Child Care (Paper #1043)




GOVERNOR

No provisions.

DISCUSSION POINTS
W.2 Céntra’c_ting_ Process

I DWD has begun the process for selecting agencies for the 2002-2003 W-2 contracts.
DWD is conducting a two-phase process. The first phase is for agencies that met the criteria for
right of first selection and the second phase is a competitive process for geographic régions where
contracts were not awarded through the right of first selection process.

2. -DWD notified W-2 agencies on February 16, 2001, regajfding whether or not they
met the performance standards necessary to gain right of first selection for the next W-2 contracts.
Three agencies did not meet the initial criteria: Bayfield County, Bad River Tribe and Menominie
County. All three agencies appealed and the Bad River Tribe appeal was successful. In order for a
right of first selection agency to be awarded the next contract, it must submit a plan to DWD for
approval. On April 23, 2001, DWD released a final document asking right of first selection agencies
to submit plans for the next W-2 contracts. Agency responses are due by June 4, 2001. Right of first
selection agencies will be notified whether their plan was a&;cﬁgtéd by July 6, 2001.

~.iuo3. . Atequest for proposals is anticipated to be released on June 25,2001, and proposals
will be due on ‘August 6, 2001. This process is for geographic fegions in which the current W-2
-agency .did not win right of first selection, or chose not to submit a plan under the right of first

selection. ... -

4.~ DWD’s draft contract terms would substantially change the performance standards
adopted in the current W-2 contracts, and have implications for future contracts through the
proposed right of first selection process for the 2003-2004 contracts. In addition, DWD proposes
several new initiatives to increase accountability of W-2 agencies. These issues are discussed in this
paper. Alternative numbers are provided in the text for reference purposes. Funding allocations for
each element of the W-2 contract are discussed in Paper #1042, -~ -~ = o

Performance Standards

5. In DWD’s right of first selection document, the Department proposes major
modifications to the performance standards. These standards- are proposed to be used for four key
purposes: (a) set a minimum performance leve] necessary to be in compliance with the contract; (b)
set a performance benchmark necessary to obtain right of first selection for the 2004-2005 W-2
contracts; (¢) set a performance benchmark necessary to receive restricted community reinvestment
funds; and (d) set a performance benchmark necessary to receive unrestricted performance bonus
funds.
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6. For the 2000-2001 W-2 contracts, agencies were only required to meet base contract
requirements to receive community reinvestment funds. In additien, the current W-2 contracts have
two tiers of criteria for eaming ‘performance bonuses. Under DWD’s proposed performance
standards, there Wouid only be one tiér of criteria for unrestricted pezformancc bonuses.

7. DWD also reconunends conunuatxon of the one-case crccht for performance
standards, in recogmtlon that one-case can make a significant difference in the calculation of the
performance standards, espe:cxaﬂy for small agencies. This credit allows DWD to treat one-case that
does not meet a particular performance benchmark as haying met that benchmark. This credit would
’ 'appiy when: (a) the Departmem makes ithe. ﬁnal detemunatzon of whether a W-2 agency megts a
" benchmark level for a perfonnance standard cntenon (b) the W-2. agency .does :i0f 1meet the
:'bcnchmark forone of the feliowmg cm:ena entered empioyment placement rate, job retention rates,

full and agpropnatc engagement, basic education act:vny, earnings gain and/or educational

activities attainment; (c) at least one of the agencys cases for the benchmarks listed in (b) does not
. meet the benchmarks :for the c:mena in (b) and (d). the W—Z agency would ‘meet a benchmark for

one of these cntena if a one-case credit - were applied. The one-case credit would apply only- once
_;'per aﬁency per cntﬁrzon lzsted in (b). The. apphcauon of the one-case credit could result in the W-2
.-agency meeting | the hase con’tract benchmark or the next benchmark beyond what the W-2' avency
' wauld otherwise meet. e o : i

8. it couId be arcued that agenmcs sheuid only receive a one-case credlt in order to
meet the base contract’ benchmark ‘and that the number of cases meeting a specific performance
standard should not be amfima]jy mﬂated to enable them to.receive community reinvestment or
9erformance bonus funds A total of eight agencies would not have met the right of first selection
_ criteria for the 2{_}02 2003 W-2 .contracts without the one-case credit: Chlppewa, Crawford Pepm
: j_Gzauicee Sawyér Waupaca Waod, and 01’161(13 Tnbe (Aitematzve I) o :

9 ;DWD also proposes to, msutuﬁe a.new zero-case credxt whxch would f:nable agcnc1es
0 meet the base: contract “and right.of ﬁrst selection benchmark in situations where they have no
cases for a perferman;:e standard For ‘example, if an agency does -not-have any cases ‘where
_.pammpants are. engaged in: educamon activities, a zero-case credit would allow the agency to meet
'f.he base. contract and nght of first selection benchmark for that standard. The zero-case credit would
not enable. agencms to.receive commumty reinvestment funds or performance bonuses. This credit
was established to avoid penalizing small agencies that do not have any cases for a particular
performance standard. It could be eliminated if the Committee would not like to reward agencies
w1thout any cases fora pamcuiar perfoxmance standard (Aiternauve 2

.10, Accardmg to: DWDS draft contract terms, agencies would be required to meet the
_-base centract benchmark . for- all - performance standards in order to be eligible to receive
performance bonuses. Agencies.could then receive bonuses for meeting individual benchmarks.
DWD states that the. bonuses would: be divided equally between community reinvestment and
unrestricted performance bonuses. ‘The allocation breakdowns for community reinvestment and
performance bonuses are discussed in Paper #1042. For the community reinvestment bonus; 65%
would be allocated for the priority participant outcomes standards (employment placement, earnings
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gain, job retention, full and appropriate engagement, education activities and education attainment)
and 35% for the high quality and effective case management services performance standards
(caseload ratio, staff training and appropriate tier placement). For the unrestricted bonuses, 60% of
funding would be allocated for the priority participant outcomes standards; 30% for the ‘high quality
-and -effective case management’ services performance standards; and 10% for the cusfomer
satisfaction standard.” o o T '- ' '

.- 11. A comparative chart showing the current performance standards versus the proposed
performance standards is presented in Attachment 1. In addition, a chart showing W-2 agency
performance for calendar year 2000 under the current standards is presented in Attachment 2.
Attachment 3 shows the proposed allocations for community reinvestment and unrestricted bonuses
and presents an example of the amount-a W-2 agency could potentially receive. An analysis of each
proposed performance standard for the 2002-2003 contracts is presented below. '

a o Entgfed E_mplayment Plécement_ Rate

. 12, The entered employment placement rate standard measures the number of W-2 and
FSET program participants who enter unsubsidized employment. This standard would-be modified
from the current contracts to measure full-time versus part-time employment as required in a
statutory provision that goes into effect on January 1, 2002. The base contract and right of first
selection benchmark would be 35% for full- and part-time jobs, the community reinvestment
. benchmark would be 35% for full-time Jobs only and the unréstricted bonus benchmark would be
40% for full-time jobs only. As shown in Attachment 2, the average performance on this benchmark
in calendar year 2000 was 51%. Because DWD has proposed that this benchmark be changed, only
..the base contract benchmark is directly comparable to the revised performance standard. SR

13, . It could be argued that the base contract benchmark for this standard should be
increased because most agencies are exceeding it and agencies should only be awarded for above-
average performance. Based on average performance in calendar year 2000, this benchmark could
be increased to 50%. This benchmark could also be increased to a higher amount if the Committee
would like to hold W-2 agencies to a higher standard. (Alternative 3a) -

14. . DWD based the community reinvestment and. unrestricted bonus benchmark levels
on performance data from calendar year 2000. During that time, 35.4% of participants served
entered full-time employment. To hold the W-2 agencies to a higher standard, the Committee could
increase these benchmark levels to 40% and 45%, respectively. (Alternative 3b)

15 DWD defines full-time work as 30 or more hours per: week. Part-time work is
defined as less than 30 hours per week. Concerns have been raised that this standard would not
reward agencies that help participants gain two part-time jobs equal to 30 or more hours per week.
The existing statutory language could be interpreted to permit DWD to allow two part-time jobs to
be considered full-time employment. However, for clarification purposes; the statutory provision
could be modified to define full-time employment for the purposes of performance bonuses as
working in one or more jobs for a total of 30 hours or more per week. (Alternative 4)
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S N Eammgs Gain -

e 16 Tha eammgs gam standard measures thc percentage of W-2 paruczpants w;th
_ __;___earmng gams The: ‘benchmark weu}d measure eaming. gains -only for- participants assigned to
_unsubsidized employment and' <case management fe110w~up ‘fromthe start to end of -their
' pamazpatwn The base contract and right -of first selection benchmark would be 50% with- any
earnings gain, the community reinvestment benchmark would be 50% with an average monthly gain
. of $50 and the unrestricted bonus benchmark would be Sﬂ% with an’ average monthly gam of $100.
Ifa ;Jarnczpant works: 40 hours: per week, a- $59 monthly gam would require a wage mcrease of
- %0. 25 per hour A $10€i montiﬁy gam weuld rsqume a wage increase: Gf $ﬂ 58 per hour '

. .' __'1’-7_._ }n ;ts draft nght of ﬁrst selectmn document DWD nntzaliy reconnnsnded that the
commumty remvestmem benchmark be 50% with an average monthly gain.of $100 and that ‘the
unrestm:ted bc:amzs benchmaxk be50% with an ave;agc menthly galn of $200.If a partaczpant works
40 hours per week, ‘a $20{} manthly gain wouid require a Wage increase of $I 16 per hour. DWD -
reduced these requzrsments ‘based on comments received by W»-Z agenc1es that the goals were
unrealistic. If the Comnittee would like t6 hold W-2' agencies to.a. hxgher standard, it could impose
the more. aggresszve benchmaxks ongmaliy pmposed by the Depaﬁment (Aitematzve 3(:) '

_ 18 The proposed eammgs gam standard wauki aniy measure the earnmgs gain of W-2
_ partzr:ipants I’JW}",) states that FSET participants were excluded ‘due to their quick entry ‘and exit
-pattems Accc)rdmg to data from DWD for the penod of J anuary 2000 through March 2001 the

E of FSET paxﬂc:tpanls are m the pmgram f{)r thzee months or Iess and 83 0% of pa,mmpants arein the
program for four months or less. However, the Committee: could chmse to'add the FSET popuiat;on

~to_ the earnings. ga:m standard because FSET 1s '_ mtegra} cnmponent of the W 2 contract, .. ..

*(Al{ematwe 3d)

: 19 The eammgs gam standard is pmpesed to repiaoe the wage rate standard included in
-the current W—Z contracts. Under the proposed contract terms, the wage rate standard would become
an 1nfoxmanona} standard and would not be used to calculate bonuses. Under the 2{}00-2001 W-2
contrac:t the wage rate sz:a.ndafd comparﬁd the wage rate for W-»Z and FSET paxnczpants at the time
benchmark was 1{}2 5% c)f ihf: base wage rate and the second tzer bonus benchmark was 105% of
the base wage rate.- As shcvm in Attachment 2 the average performanoe on this benchmark in
calendar year 2000 was 117%.

20. - Concermns have been raised that it is still important tc) Teasure eammgs at the time of
placement because W-2 agencies should be encouraged to piace participants in the highest wage
rate possible so that they can move out of poverty as quickly ‘as possible. Accordmgiy, the wage
rate standard could be reinstated as'a ‘mandatory standard. To make the standard more meamzxgﬂll
the base wage rates for each W-2 region could be increased {0 reflect average wages earned by
participants in the ﬁrst six menths of 2001 (Alternatxve 3@)
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¢. Job Retention Rate

... 21 The job retention rate performance standard measures the percentage of 'W-2 and
FSET participants that remain employed after a 30-day and 1 80-day contact, This standard would
be modified to require agencies to meet both standards to receive performance bonuses. Under the
. current contracts, agencies can still receive bonuses if only oneof these criteria is met. For 30-day
follow-up, the base contract-and right-of first selection benchmark would be 75%, the community
reinvestment benchmark would be 80% and the unrestricted bonus benc-’:hm_ark' would be 85%. For
180-day follow-up, these percentages would :be 50%; 55% and 60%, respectively. As shown in
Attachment 2, the average performance on this benichmark in calendar year 2000 was 86% after a
30-day follow-up and 66% after a 180-day follow-up. These avérages would exceed all of the
proposed benchmarks for these criteria. In addition, if agencies continued the same level of
performance into the next contract, 86% would meet the berichmark for community reinvestment
funds for a 30-day follow-up and 89% would meet that benchmark for a 180-day follow-up. In
addition, 60% would meet the benchmark for unrestricted performance bonuses for a 30-day
follow-up and 74% would meet the benchmark for a 180-day follow-up. ~ =~

"+22. - Itcould be argued that the ‘benchmarks for this standard should be increased because
most agencies are greatly exceeding the current benchmarks and agencies should only be awarded
for above-average performance. Accordingly, the base benchmark for 30-day follow-up could be
increased to 85%, the community reinvestment benchmark could be iricreased to 90% and the
unrestricted performance benchmark could be increased to 95%: The base benchmark for 180-day
follow-up could be increased to 65%, the commiinity reinvestmeént benchmark could be increased to
70% and the unrestricted performance benchrhark could be increased to 75%. The benchmarks
- could also be increased to other amounts if desired. (Alternatives 3f and 3g)

_ '23. Another option would be to also measure job retention rates after- 360 days to take a
more long-term perspective. Because the contracts are only for two years, only a limited amount of
data would be available for a:360-day benchmiark. If the Committee ‘wishes to add this standard, it
may be most appropriate as an informational standard. (Alternative 3h) ~ - R

d. - Fulland Appropriate Engagement -

24.  Full and appropriate engagement is defined as W-2 and FSET participants
appropriately engaged in work and educational activities with a current employability plan. In
addition, participants receiving a time extension must be assigned to one or more of the following
activities: substance abuse assessment, substance abuse counseling, disability_assessmem, mental
health assessment, mental “health counseling, SST advocacy/application, physical rehabilitation,
domestic violence ‘services or personal care. This differs from the current full and appropriate
engagement standard, which requires a certain number of hours to be worked by W-2 and FSET
participants. The base contract and right of first selection benchmark would require 80% of
participants to be fully and appropriately engaged in allowable " activities, the community
reinvestment benchmark would require 85% and the unrestricted bonus benchmark would require
90%. As shown in Atachment 2, the average performance on this benchmark in calendar year 2000
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was 93%, which would exceed all of the proposed benchmarks-for this criterion. In addition, if
agencies continued the same level of performance into the next contract, 93% would meet the
- benchmark for. commmuty remvestment funds and 83% wouici meet the benchmark for unrestncted
pcrformancs bonuses." : -

_ 25 It could be argued that the benchmarks for thxs standard shouid be mcreased because
mest agenmes are_significantly exceeding the currént benchmarks and agencies should’ only be
~awarded for above-average performance. Accordingly, the base benchmark could be increased to
90%, the cammumty remvestment benchmark: could:be increased to-95% and the um'esmcted
performance benchmark could be increased to 100%. The benchmarks ceuki also be mcreased to
- other amounts if desmzd (Altﬁmauve 3i): - 5 : : :

e h | Basm Educatwn Actwmes

C 26, The basm educaﬂon acnvmes standard wouid mea.snrc the percentage of aduit -2
"paruczpants in appropriate educatxon and tralmng acmwues This. d:gffers from the current standard
because it excludes FSET part;cxpams “The base contract and right of ﬁrst selection benchmark
. would be 80%, the community reinvestment benchmark would be 85% and the unrestricted bonus
'_'benchmark would be 90%. As shown in Attazhmen{ 2, the average parfarmance on this benchmark
in calendar year 2000 was 90%, whmh wouid meet or exceed all of the" ‘proposed benchmarks for
_ this criterion. In addition, if agencies. ccnnnued the same level of performance into the next contract,
89% wouid meet . the benchmark for community remvestment funds and 75% would meet the
benchmark for unmst;mcted perfannance bonuses : i e

h 27 ' It could be argucd that the benchmarks for ﬂus stzmdard should he mcreasezi becanse
most - agencies are- exceedmg the current- bencinnarks and ‘agencies. should only. be awarded for

above—avcrage perfennance Accordmgly, the base’ benchmark could. be iincreased to 90%, the”' '

community reinvestment benchmark could be. increased to 95% and the unrestricted performance
benchmark could be mcreased t0.100%. The benchmarks could also be increased to other amounts
if desired. (Altematzve 3 - :

28. The Comxmttee could also modify this standard:to. mclude FSET participants since
FSET is an integral part of the W-2 cozztract DWD states that it took FSET pammpants out of this
standard because of their qmck entry and exit patterns. (Altematwe 3k)

£ Educatwnal Attainment

29. DWD pmposes to. add a new. pezfonnance standard for cducauonai activities
attainment. Thzs standaﬂi would measure the percentage of adult W- 2 partlmpants completing any
educational or trammg acuv;ty The base contract and right of ﬁrst selection benchmark would be
35%, the cemmumty reinvestment benchma:k wcuid be 40% and the unrestricted bonus benchmark
would be 45%. DWD used data on how agenczes perfonned in the current educational activities
standard to determine the appr«:)pnate percemages for each benchmaxk The benchmarks -are-much
Jower for the proposed educational attainment. standard than for the basic education activities
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standard because fewer: participants are anticipated to complete education activities than are
enrolled. :

30.  The Committee could modify this standard to include FSET participants since FSET
is an integral part of the W-2 contract. DWD states that it took ESET participants out of this
standard because of their quick entry and exit patterns. (Alernative 3m)

.. 31.. For the current W-2 contracts, there is a similar optional standard that measures
successful completion of 2 basic skills or job skills program. A total of 50% of W-2 and FSET
- participants -assigned to basic skills or job skills ‘training must complete the required training
successfully in order to meet the standard. Only eight agencies were meeting this standard at the end
of calendar year 2000. This low rate may be due to limited emphasis placed on this benchmark by
agencies since they can only substitiite one optional ‘standard for a mandatory standard and it is
- much easier for agencies to meet the other optional standard-- entering into a faith based contract.
- Based on performance under the current basic skills attainment ‘standard, the unrestricted bonus
‘benchmark for the new educational attainment standard could be set at 50%. The other berichmarks
for the new educational attainment standard could be set at 40% for the base contract and right of
first selection benchmark and 45% for the community reinvestment benchmark. (Alternative 3L)

320" DWD proposes to-add another new performance standard requiring financial and

employment planners (FEPS) to have a caseload of no more than 55 W-2 cash cases at one time. In
- addition, FEPs could not have more than 70 cases in all other programis for a total of 125 cases.
~Under the base' contract benchmark, agencies would have to meet this requirement for all eight
. quarters of the contract. For right of first sclection, agencies would have to meet this requirement for
 the first four quarters (which is the timeframe for measuring performance for right of first selection).
This standard would not be used for community reinvestrent or unrestricted performance bonuses.
This standard is ‘included in the current W-2 contracts and has been in place since W-2 was first
implemented. However, according to DWD, this standard was not based on quantitative or

h. W-2 Agency Staff Training

33, Another new standard proposed by DWD-is to require W-2 agency staff and
subcontractors working as FEPs to meet DWD’s training requirements. The base contract and i ght
of first selection benchmark would require 90% of agency staff and subcontractors to meet the
training requirements, the community reinvestment benchmark would require 95% and the
unrestricted bonus benchmark would require 100%. ' ' '

: 34, The current W-2 contracts require W-2 ‘agencies to ensure that all staff, including
subcontracted staff, complete prescribed Department training. It could be argued that staff training
is an intrinsic element of the W-2 program and that the base contract requirement should be that
100% of staff meet training requirements. If the base contract standard is raised to 100%, then this
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- standard would not be used in. dctenmmng COmmuRity reinvestment: funds -and performance
bonuses. (Alternatwe 3n) BRI

e Apyropnate W-Z Tzer Placement

35, DWD is, also propesmg addmg anew. standard for appmpnate W~2 tier. piax:ement
Under this standard, the Department would measure the: percentage of W-2 participants that receive
..an_assessment within 30 days to determine ‘the appropnate W2 placement. In addition, the
_ assessmenis for W-2 transmona} ylacements would need to be done by a medical professional. The
. base contract and nght of: ﬁrst selection benchmark: would be 80%, the community reinvestinent
. _benchmark wouid be 85% a.nd the: unmsmated bonus banchmark would be 90% ' :

o '3'6. _ An az:gument could be made that appropnata ;;lacement of W-2 pamcxpants is akey
' requzremem and respons;bihty of W-2 ag&nc;es and that base contract requirement should be 100%. -
If the iﬁgzslanne chooses to raise the. base c&ntram standard to. 100%, then this standard would not

) _be used in determmmg ccﬁmmmty mlnvestment funds and parfcrmance bonuses (Aitemaﬂve 30)

_1 : Extensmn Request:s ST

37. Another new performance standard- proposed by DWD would address extensions
beyond the 24~ and 60-month time limits for participants. To meet the base contract and right of first
selection benchmark, agencies: would bﬁ required to.process at least 85% of extension requests in a

'_ "umeiy manncr __In_ addition, at: least 95% of extension requests would: have 10.be documented in
‘CARES in a tmaiy'mannﬁr Both: cntena would have to be met. for an agency to meet the base
___'ccmtract and mght of first selecnon benchmark This siandard would not-be -used in calcuiating

. ";commumty Teinvestment or unresmcted bonus aﬁacanﬁns The W-2 mannal Tequires. that: W-2
R ‘agencies submit ref;uests f()r extensions to. DWD 10 extend the 24-month’ time: limit no later than
i three m@nths pnor to the Iast day of the partmpant s 24" mcmth If the W»z agency decides that a
'subsaquem extensmn is necessaxy, then it must: submat a request to DWD.no later than one month
. prior 1o the last. day of the extension pencd _For: the' 60-month time limit, W-2 agencies have.the
 authority to ‘decide whether : an extension is warranted but there are not cu.rrently any reqmmd time
lines in the W-2 manuai DWD mdlcates that it will be releasmg a pohcy soon on how to address

extensions of the 60-month nme lzmzt ' ' PR _

38. .. An argument could be ‘made that timely processing and documentation of extension
requests 18 mpemuve to prevent gaps.-in services and that the base contract and nght sf ﬁrst
selection benchmark should be increased to 100%. (Aliemaﬁve 3p) -

| k. '. Customer Satzsfactwn

39. A statutory provision that will go into effect for the.2002-2003 W-2 contracts
mandates that customer satisfaction be one of the standards for awarding any performance bonuses.
'DW}D has developed a perfoﬁnance standard to address this requirement. For the base contract and
right of ﬁrst sciectxon benchmark, agencies would have to-have a score of at least 6.5 on a 10-point
scale on each item surveyed. The following 10 items are. proposed.to be surveyed:
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e - Staff ciea:ly.-expiaiged what programs and services were avai_lab_le
| . Staff ireatedparticxpants with.r;cs.p.e.:c.iﬁ = .
o Suffwashepfl
. Staff asmstedm ﬁaﬁ@sft@tion_.,'if né_eded.
* Staff assisted in child care, if needed
*  Staff returned phone calls within two business days
* Agency was open when partcipants could come in
|+ Suffsrupaterofficchows ifneded
+ Puripus o comtorale going o ey
C . r.' Parﬂmpantswere 'sét-i_é‘ﬁ#a; averailwnh servwe |
o .40.,.-. .. Whiie--.-agénéi.és.- wou]d not ..I‘eCéi\;’E.: commmﬂty reinvestment funds “under this
performance standard, 10% of the performance bonus funding would be allocated to the 10 top-
scoring agencies on a proportional basis based on caseload. Agencies would not be allowed to

receive more than 200% of their contract allocations. For example, an agericy with a base allocation
of $250,000 could receive a customer satisfaction bonus of up to $500,000. Limiting this

 performance standard to the 10 top-scoring agencies could result in proportionally large awards for
~-small agencies. An altémative would be to provide performance bonuses to all -agencies that score -

'~ “above a certain amount on'each question, such as'6.5, 7.0 or some other amount. (Alternative 3q)

L Financial Management

41. DWD has also added a performance standard focusing on financial management. In
order to be in compliance with the base contract or to gain right of first selection, agencies could
have no significant audit finding as determined by DWD in its ‘single ‘agency audit or any aundit
conducted by DWD or the Legislative Audit Bureau. This standard would not be used in
determining community reinvestment and performance bonus funds.

42.  Through its audits of W-2 agencies, the Legislative Audit Bureau identified
ineligible and questioned expenditures made by several W-2 agencies associated with the 1997-
1999 W-2 contracts, primarily at Maximus and Employment Solutions, Inc. (EST) in Milwaukee
County. Because of the right of first selection process outlined in the current W-2 contracts and in
the statutes, audit findings could not be used to determine whether any agency would gain right of
first selection. The right of first selection process will be discussed in detail later in this paper. This
new standard would prevent an agency with "significant” audit findings from gaining the right of
first selection. S - B ' '
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43.  DWD does. not define what would constitute a significant audit finding because a
variety of factors may be involved in audit reports. It could be argued that any unallowable ‘or
questioned costs in excess of a certain dollar amount should be classified as a significant audit
finding. Maximus had $780,013 in unallowable and questioned costs while ESI had $367,401 in
unallowable and questioned costs. Other agencies had unallowable and questioned costs ranging
from $882 in Kenosha County to $76,257 in Opportunities Industrialization Center in Milwaukee
County. A standard could be set at $25,000 per contract, $50,000 per contract or some other
amount. (Alternative 3r). A standard could also be set at a certain percentage of the contract
amount. {Altsmative 3s)

44.  Another. option would be ‘to establish differenit thresholds for unallowable and
questioned costs because agencies may ultimately be successfu_l m arguing that some of the
questioned costs are permissible. ‘Maximus had $380,575 in unallowable costs and $399,438 in
questioned costs. Employment. Solutions had $306.167 in unallowable costs and $61,234 in
questioned costs. Other. ‘agencies. had $12,604 in unaiiowablc costs and $91,237 in questioned costs.
Of these agencxcs, the mghest amount of unailowable costs was $4,168 in. YW Works and the
knghest amoum for qnesnoned costs was $66 855 in Opportumtxcs Indusmahzauon Center, both i m_
questioneci costs conki be set at SSGGOG or some other cembmatmn of amounts. If an agency
-surpassed either threshold within a contract period, they would not: meet the base contract and nght
of first selection benchmark (Altematlve 31:) S S :

o m. | Contmct Camplxanee

.45, Anoiher new pcrformance standa.rd proposad by DWD addresses contract
. comphance '}*his standard  statés that an’ agency  would . only be. able to meet ‘base contract}-- s
comphance and the nght ef ﬁrst selecuon if it is not or has not-been. sub_;ect to a corrective action
plan for substantial noncsmphance as determined by the Department. The term "substantial
noncompliance” is not defined. This standard would not be used in calculating community
reinvestment or unrestricted bonus allocations.

46, Under DWD’S propesed contract terms, W- 2 -agencies would. bc able to submit a
corrective. acnon plan to .address noncompliance with the provisions of the: W-2 contract. In
“addition, W-2 agencies would be required to submit corrective action plans within six days of
receipt of a notice from DWD of failure to perform any provision of the contract. If the agency does
not fully implement an approved corrective action plan within 10 ciays of approva} the Department
could terminate the contract.. : :

n Optional Pe;;for%}mnce Standards

47. E)‘WD pro;poses thrf:e opnonal perfomance sta;ndards faith-based contracts, SSI
advocacy and empioyer health insurance. The proposed contract terms would allow W-2 agencies to
use one of the optional criteria as a substitute for the unrestricted bonus for one of the following six
performance standards: entered employment placement rate; earnings gain; job retention rate; full
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and appropriate engagement; basic education activities; and-educational activities attainment.

- 48. - To meet the faith-based contract standard, agencies would be: required to have a
valid contract with a faith-based provider, provide services under the contract and have the contract
in effect for seven -out of eight quarters. This criterion is also an optional standard under the current
W-2 contracts and 70 out of 78.agencies had ¢ontracts with faith-based providers for three out of the
first four quarters of the contract. : '

N 49 _'__Sémé: 'may argue thai having a faith-based contract is not truly a measure of
pe_r_fcmjmnce becanse similar services could be provided by non-faith based contractors and that this
criterion should not be an optional performance standard. (Alternative 3u) '

50.  For the SSI advocacy standard, agencies would have to have a valid contract or
memorandum of understanding between the W-2 agency and an SSI advocacy agency or have an
SSI advocate on staff. This criterion is not part of the current W-2 contracts. According to DWD,
some currently have contracts with SSI advocates or have SSI advocacy staff, including Adams,
Dane, Douglas, Eau Claire, ESI, UMOS, La Crosse and Rock. The Department included this
standard because some W-2 participants would be more appropriately receiving SSI because they
‘have long-term disabilities and are not able to comply with the work requirements and time limits
under W-2. SR e - - -

51. It could be argued that having SSI advocates is a key component of the services that
should be provided by W-2 agencies and should be a base contract requirement and not an optional
. performance standard. (Alternative 3v) .. : S R -

52, Thc'employ_er. health insurance standard is mandatory in the current W-2 contracts. -

The base contract and right of first selection benchmark is that 30% of participants placed in .

unsubsidized employment have employer health insurance within 180 days of placement. The first
tier -bonus benchmark is 35% and the second tier bonus. benchmark is 40%. As shown in
Attachment 2, the average performance on this benchmark in calendar year 2000 was 56%, which
exceeds all of the current benchmarks for this criterion. ' S : L

53. DWD states that it made this performance standard optional because the availability
of jobs with health insurance is not something that a W-2 -agency can control, However, it was
retained because statutory language requires that performance bonuses be based on wages and
"benefits."” It could be argued that this benchmark should remain mandatory since it is important to
encourage job placement with employers who have health insurance to reduce the need for the
medical assistance and BadgerCare programs. However, the benchmarks -could be increased to
55%, 60% and 65% based on performance during calendar year 2000. (Alternative 3w)

54. In the current W-2 contracts, there is also an optional performance standard for basic
and job skills attainment. As noted, DWD proposes to modify this standard and make it mandatory.
The new standard is described in the educational attainment section above.
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P Infwmatz‘onal Petfamance Standards

- 55, . DWD. pians to:collect data on several indicators to obtain:more information about
; the impact of W«E on pamclpants ‘These criteria-include: (a) average wage at placement; (b) the
. percentage of ‘participants in-activities designed to reduce and: address barriers to employment such
- as AODA and mental health services; (c) the number of work program participants in children first,
welfare-to-work and ‘the workforce attachment and advancement program; (d) the level of in-work
supports such as the earned income tax credit, child care, medical assistance, food stamps and child
support; (e): the number of - pamc;pams moving ‘out ‘of poverty. during and after program
:parﬂmpatmn, ) reczdmsm rates and (g} actw;t;es and empioyment of 18 and 19 year-clds in
school. : o

- .56. . The-average wage at placement standard is ‘mandatory under the current W-2
contracts. An option to retain- thzs as a mandatory standard is dxscussed under the secﬁon on the
earnmgs Gam standard above B

Wezgktmg of Pet;formance Standards

s In 1ts audxt ef the W—Z program the Legislauve Aucht Bnrean stated that welghtmg
perfonnance cntena equaliy may not be the best approach to measure performance. A suggestion to
weight criteria was also included in a May, 1999, letter to DWD from the Co-chairs of the
Legislative Audit Committee. The Audit Bureau suggests that it may be more appropriate for some
standards, such as;the- number of participants  placed injobs, to be weighted ‘more heavﬁy than
others. In DWD's draft contract terms for the next W-2 contracts; the Department states that fotal
fundmg allocated for bonuses would be divided as follows: 60% for the priority participant
- outcomes standards; 30% for the hxgh quahty and effective case’ management services performances _

B :standards and 10% for the customer sausfacuon standard

PRI 58 Addmonal weaghtmg of criteria could be ﬁnplemented to emphas;ze the statutory

- goai of W-2 o promote : seif«»sufﬁcwncy -of -participants. Depending on which standards the
Committee would like to include for performance bonuses, the Committee could place the greatest
welght on criteria that help measure whether participants are moving towards self-sufficiency.
These cntena c:ould include: (a) entered employment placement rate; (b) eammgs gain; (¢) wage
rate; (d) job retention; and (e) education activities’ attainment. The percentage weights for these
criteria versus other criteria would depend on how many other perfonnance criteria the Committee
recommends be put m piace (Altematlve 5y -

.59‘ An axgument could be made that the wezghting proposed by DWD aiready provxdes
sufficient emphasis on:participant eutcomes.

Right of First Selection Procass

60 ’I‘hrough 1£s dmft ceniract terms, DWD has made 51gmﬁcant changes to the right of
first selection process. DWD would no longer be required to grant the right of first selection to
agencies that have significant audit findings or have been subject to a corrective action.plan for
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- substantial noncompliance. However, there may be additional . considerations that make it
- undesirable to grant the right of first selection to particular- agencies inthe future and the state would
_be constrained by language:in the statutes and the contract. In addition; the right of first selection
provisions, make . it. difficult -for DWD to change. the number of ‘regions in wmch W—Z is
~.administered, as descnbeci in the- Geovrap}uc W-2 Regions section bélow. ' = :

61. One option would be to remove the right of first select;on provzszons from the next
W-2 contracts and from the. statutes. Under this  option, DWD would be required to award W-2
contracts on the basis of a competitive process approved by the Secretary of the Department of
Adm;mstratzen Since the.right of first selection process is already uné@rway for the next W-2
centracts the statutory change wsuid affeci the 2004-2005 contractmg precess (Ajtemative 6)

: 62‘ A second opﬁxon would be to modzﬁf the si:atutes o reqmre DWD to utilize a
compent:ve pmcess to select W-2 agencies,: unless it opts to re-contract with agencies based on
: standards deveioped by ihe Department This: w_c_)_uld gzve the Depaﬁment the flexibility to either use
a competmve process or a nght of first selecimn process. If DWD decides that agencies need to
meet additional criteria i:hat were not mc}uded in the performance standards at the time the contracts
were sxgned DWD wouid be penmt{ed to conduct a.competitive process instead of re-contracting
with agencies through a nght of first selection process. Since the right of first.selection process is
already underway for the next W-2 contracts, the statutory change would affect the 2004-2003
contracting process. In addition, DWD’s draft contract terms for the 2002-2003 'W-2 contracts

would need to be modlﬁed to reﬂect thls pohcy change (Alternatzve 7)
Geﬁgraphw W«Z Regmns : : :

L 63 There are cun‘antly s;.x W-Z reg;ons in lewaukec County and one W-2 region for
every o{her county The statutes allow DWD to dcmde the number of - regions administratively. The
law states that no geographxc area can be smaller than one county, except for Milwaukee County.

64. In the first month of W-2 in Ssptember, 1997, the Milwaukee County cash caseload
was 21 889 whﬂe in }anuary, 2001, this number had decreased by 76.8% to 5,077. In its audit on the
sz program tha };egislauve Audat Bureau indicated that five contractors. may no longer be needed
to adequai:ely serve the: remaxmng participants. The Audxt Bureau suggests that reducing the number
of contractors in Miwaukee County ‘may improve services and reduce costs. by: (a) creating
competition for the right to provide program services; (b) reducing the disruption of services by
ehmmanng the need for some participants. who. move within the County to seek. services from
different. adzmmstranve agencies; () reducing administrative costs by, for example, reducing the
number of adnnmstrators and other managers needed for program administration; and (d) improving
oversaght of contractor, spenchng, which has become an-issue given examples of inappropriate
spendmg that eccarred with two of the five Milwaukee contractors during the program’s initial
contract penod In addmen, services that are being provided by all of the agencies, such as job
trazmng and baszc educan{m could likely be done more cost effectively by fewer agencies.

65.  There are two options to change the number of regions in Milwaukee County for the
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2002-2003 contracts. -First, DWD. could conschdate the" regmns adzmmstratweiy However the
Department may be legally unable to: do this- because the right of first selection set out in the statutes
gives the existing Milwaukee W-2 agencies the. ability to' renew their contracts if they meet certain
performance standards set out by:the Department. The right of: ﬁrst sclecﬁoﬁ is‘also delineated in the
current ‘W-2 contracts, whzch wou}é also. limit- }T}W}Z}s ab;hty to consohdate the Milwaukee W-2
agenczes adzmmstranveiy :

_ ._--66 The sacend ()pti(m would "be m nmke stamtory changes Because the right of first
: seiectlon process is. delineated in the: current ‘W-2 contracts for 2060~2{}01 tz’ymg 10 appiy
.-geographxc consehdatxon 10 the 20{}2»2063 contracts could resu}t in lxtzgatmn over breach: of
contract. To avoid possxble Is:ga} prob}ems an ‘option would be to make a stamtory change’ stating
that the right of first selection will not apply for the 2004-2005 contracts in cases where the
geographic ‘area ‘has been changed (Aitemanw: 8. If the’ Comﬂuttee wouid like to consolidate
Milwaukee: County into-one region, a stamtoxy'éhange aouid be ma.de to’ ehmmate the pmmswn
: -allowmg Milwaukee: County to be divided into more: than one regxon “effective for the 2004-2005
- contracts. (A.ltemat:we 9)- If the Committee: wenid hke t0 ‘maintain‘the flex1b111ty of havmcr ‘more
:than ope: regmn in Milwaukee County, then this' change wonid not be: necessary T wou}d also be
: :;;mportant to. clanfy in the 2002 2003 contracts that the nght of ﬁrst selectmn wxil noi app}y fo;: the
20()4»—2(}05 cemracts n cases ‘where' f.he ceagraphlc area has been changed o

Fmanc:a! Accenntabﬂnty

67. - })WI) s proposed contract terms mclude new measure:s to ensure ﬁna.ncml _
accountabﬂxty Agenczes would not gain the r;ght of ﬁrst selcctzon if- they have 51gn1ﬁcant audit
findings or have been _subject to a cerrecnvc actlon plan for substantial nonﬂomphance as
“‘described in ‘the perfommnce standard section above In addition, some ‘have argued that penalnes'
: should be 1mposed on W«-E aoenc:lcs that mlsspend then' ﬁmds regardiess of whethcr the errors were
madve:rtcnt or- mtentmnal SRR : :

68, .. DWD proposes to- m()dzfy its system for faﬁure penaltxes to allow penames 1o be
assesscd for faﬂure to 1mpiement the 'W-2"and’ relateé programs or operatzons reqmrements
According to })WE ‘misuse of funds documented in ‘an audit would consntute fazlure to meet an
operations requireruent, but; tius isot spec;ﬁca]ly stated: and could be cianﬁed in the: cenn*act terms.
The Department would be ‘required to investigate" aileged instances of faﬂure to 1mplcmcnt
programs Of operations requirements for the contract and would be reqmred to 1ssue a written
finding of fault ‘or no fault. The Depaxtment would be anthcnzed 10 Assess penalues in'the ameunt
of $5,000 per failure but could waive all or ‘part’ of the pena}ty amount. Penalties could be assassed if
the agency knowingly denies or refuses services; engages in a paﬁem of rapeated fasiure to grovzde
necessary accommodations required for persons with disabilities to access services; fails to correct a

- pattern of non-response to telephone contacts; fails totimely respond to wntten contact from a W-2
applicant or'W-2 participant; does not provide pubhciy advertised W-2 services in term_s of 1_0_(:_;121{_)11 '
hours orstaff availability; or fails to implement W-2 and réelated programs ‘or operations
requirements.
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